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SYLIABUS

This Detailed Project Report was prepared under the special continuing
authority contained in Section 14 of the 1946 Flood Control Act, as
amended, to determine the need and feasibility of providing emergency
streambank protection along the North Nashua River in the city of
lLeominster, Massachusetts. Severe erosion of the roadway embankment for
the Ieominster Connector, an important public highway, has imposed a threat
to the public safety. The Corps of Engineers and the Massachusetts
Department of Public Works (MDFW), the local sponsor, jointly developed a
course of action wherein the MDPW designed and implemented temporary slope
repairs while the Corps prepared a permanent solution. The temporary
project was constructed by the MDPW during July - August 1989. This
temporary work has alleviated the immediate threat to the public safety.
The site conditions are being monitored to identify any changes that may
occur to the as-built project features that could endanger the public
facility in the immediate future.

The investigation contained herein recommends construction of a stone
revetment as the most feasible means for providing permanent streambank
protection. The revetment as planned could be constructed without removal
of most of the existing temporary protection.

Total project costs for permanent embankment repair are estimated to be
$221,000 of which $165,800 represents the Federal share. The remainder,
$55,200 is the non-Federal contribution. The benefit to cost ratio is 1.6
to 1.

This report concludes that Federal participation in this project is
justified and therefore should proceed to the plans and specifications
phase of the project.
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the foreground.
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viewed from near the Nashua Street bridge.
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This area will be excavated to accomodate the partially
relocated channel.
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This investigation has been accomplished under the special continmuing
authority contained in Section 14 of the 1946 Flood Control Act, as amended
todetermnetheneedardfeasmnltyofcwstxuctuqemrgemystreambank
protection for the "lLemminster Commector" along the North Nashua River in
lecninster, Massachusetts. The Leominster Connector is a state highway
mportaxﬁtoﬂwgrwthaxﬁvxtahtyofﬂmecmtyasweuasalmkinthe

highway transportatlm network that includes the interchange of two of the
region’s major roadways, I-90 and Massachusetts Route 2. Federal assistance
tocontmlﬂueemmmadjaoenttoﬂwlmnmstercmmectorwasrequestedby
the c:.ty of Leominster in a letter dated Jarmuary 11, 1989. Under the
provisions of the Section 14 authority, Federal construction funding is
available for the purpose of protecting highways, brldg@ public works and
public use facilities from streambank or shoreiine erosion. Such work must
be econcmically justified and advisable in the opinion of the Chief of
Engineers.

2. STUDY AREA DESCRIPTION

The city of Leominster is located in the northeastern portion of
Worcester County in north-central Massachusetts, approximately 34 miles
northwest of the c1ty of Boston. Iemminster has a generally hilly terrain
with elevations ranging from 300 feet NGVD in the east to 1,100 feet NGVD in
the west. The North Nashua River flows socutheast through the city. The
river drops approximately 52 feet within the city’s corporate limits. The
channel bottom slope adjacent to the project site is approximately 8.0
feet/mile with the drainage area at the site equal to 108 sguare miles.

Table 1 provides a list of estimated peak flow rates and their recurrence
interval as extracted from the revised 1989 Flood Insurance Study for the
town.

TABLE 1
Estimated Peak Flow Rates for North Nashua River
Recurrence Interval Estimated Peak Discharge
(years) (cfs)
10 6,000
50 13,000
100 18,000

The Lecminster Connector was completed in 1979 and is designed to provide
expedient access to the downtown area of the City of Lecminster from the
interchange at Route 2 and I-90, the major limited access highways in the
area. Its functional classification is given as an urban collector. The
Leaninster Connector features two eastbound and two westbound lanes separated
by a median.

o] o




The relocated stem of Nashua Street enters from the right just 0.2 miles
mtofﬂwuﬁmﬁxamemmmzmxﬁo. Beyond Nashua Street the
embankment below the westbaund lanes is ercding severely. Four hundred feet
of pavement and guardrail, as well as a storm sewer, are threatened by high
flows of the North Nashua River. In the project area the scouring ability of
those flows is enhanced by the embankment’s location on the cutside of an
owbow berrd. The embankment is principally coamprised of fine sandds with a
layer of coarse sand and gravel.

3. lem Definition

Significant riverbank erosion is occourring along approximately 400 feet
of the North Nashua River in leominster, Massachusetts. High water
velocities are removing fine grained soils at the base of the embankment.
This gradual ervsion has led to sloughing of soils above the waterline
resulting in the edge of the embankment moving closer to the edge of pavement
of the nearby rvadway. In addition to ervsion of the embankment’s vertical
face, slope stability analysis performed by the Corps revealed ancther
possible failure mechanism where the upper layers of the embankment exhibited
a tendency to slide.

BEvidence of this type of failure is visible as small, conical intrusions
from the otherwise regular edge of the bluff created by the river’s flow.
The cambined effects of these two failure modes has partially undermined a
chain link fence that is located less than 25 feet frum the edge of the
roadway. That roadway, the Leaminster Connector, features two travel lanes
in both the eastbaurd and westbound directions separated by a median. The
length of the portion of the roadway that is threatened is about equal to
that of the eroded slope, approximately 400 feet.

The Massachusetts Department of Public Works (MDEW) instituted a program
for monitoring of the slope on March 30, 1989. Results of surveys taken on
April 11, 1989 and June 1, 1989 showed the progress of erusion to be up to
one foot per week on certain areas of the slope. Consequently, an emergency
contract was let by the MDPW on July S, 1989 for construction of temporary
works to curb erosion. These works consist of precast concrete blocks placed
in a stepped and staggered pattern on a gravel bed with gravel backfill. The
specified length of the project is 310 linear feet. The state inspection and
acceptance of the campleted work was accamplished on August 10, 1989. The
cost that erosion control measure was $98,000.

This construction, however, must still be considered of a temporary
nature. Its as-built length is 310 feet, which is over eighty feet less than
the project recommended by this report. The project’s intent is to retain
soil in areas that are already eroding rather than extend upstream to a point
specifically selected as a suitable tie-in. The concrete blocks are not
physically tied together by design, and most importantly, the gravel toe and
fourdation provided is not adequate for a permanent solution. In recognition
of this, and pursuant to results of the mtaragencymeetmheldonMarchBO
1989 the Corps of Engineers has preceded with the formulation of project
alternatives at the reconnaissance level.

L
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SECTION 14 INVESTIGATION
FIGURE 1: Vicinity Map
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North Nashua River

MNashua Street _—-\}‘ .-.
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SECTION 14 INVESTIGATION

FIGURE 2 : Site Location Map us — .
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An initial meeting with City amd State officials tock place at the
ILecminster City Hall on February 9, 1989. This meeting provided the focus
for an initial field mspectlm and a determination of the problem’s severity
and applicability to the Section 14 authority.

A second coordination meeting between Lecminster, MDPW and Corps
personnel was held at the State Trarsporbatlm Office mlldmg on March 30,
1989. At this meeting the Corps established its recomnaissance study
schedule. A course of parallel activities was adopted in which the Corps
would maintain its schedule for determination of a Federal interest followed
bymportapprwalarﬁan%tmatedstartofconstmctlmmmme 1990. The
MDPW would undertake a survey to monitor the embankment erosion and prepare
an emergency contract that could be let at any time the condition of the
roadway embankment was judged to be critical.

on June 1, 1989 theCorpswxductedanmaslmmeetmwith
representatives of interested natural rescurce agencies. The purpose of the
meeting was to elicit caments on each of the proposed project alternatives
with respect to their envirormental acceptability OCamments received are
incorporated in the Envirormental Assessment.

An in-house meeting at the MDFW Chief Engineer’s office was held on June
14, 1989. The results of the survey to monitor progress of the streambank
erosion prampted the MDFW to declare an emergency situation. Contractors’
bids were subsequently accepted on the aforementioned emergency contract.

Corps representatives met with MDPW officials on August 28, 1989 to
discuss the details of the proposed Federal project and cutline the current
regulations applicable to cost sharing the plans, specifications, and
construction phase. A joint inspection of the site between the two parties
tock place on August 3lst.

In a letter dated September 12, 1989 the Corps of Engineers provided the
Commormealth of Massachusetts with a copy of the Form Local Cooperation
Agreement that is currently applicable to Section 14 projects and asked for
the state’s support for the project.




Witharexgemymeasmattheleanmstersmealreadymplenemedbythe
MDEW, the "no action” alternative means that no Federal project shall be
built. In that instance, it is expected a gradual undermining of the
concrete block wall will ccour. This reflects exposure of the temporary
works to high flows at the upstream end as well as the presence of a gravel
toe that does not reflect Corps of Engineers’ standards.

According to the MDEW there is no specific "design life" beyond assuring
soil retention along the embankment and the safety of the Lecminster
connector in the immediate future. It is projected that the temporary
prctectmnmldwashaxtardbem&miltevery4yeamoverthe25year life
of the recommended plan. Traffic delays and other costs associated with the
repairs would be experienced. Each successive incident would likely require
more £ill than the last in order to replace what was washed away. This
cordition would also be detrimemtal to envirommental conditions in the area.
The overall length of the ercded reach would also be expected to increase due
to a lack of hardened tie-in points for the emergency work.

2. PIAN 1 -~ GABTON WALL

The feasibility of constructing a gabion wall was studied. This method
of erosion control and slope stabilization was an attractive option from the
standpoint of minimizing on site excavation and the degree of
rechannelization required. However, the gabion wall proved too costly when
campared to the estimated project benefits. A typical cross section for the
gabion wall is shown on Figure 3.

3. PIAN 2 - GRID BIOCK REVETMENT

This alternative would be built cn a 2 to 1 finish slope where the grid
blocks provide the facing of the toe and slope up to an elevation
approximately twelve feet above the channel imvert. Partial rechannelization
of the North Nashua River would be requlred within the project limits. A
grid block revetment would provide effective slope protection and enhance the
project areas visual appeal by allowing same degree of slope revegetation
through the openings between the blocks. The cost of this plan was higher
than that for the ccxrpetmg stone revetment. A typical cross section for the
grid block revetment is shown on Figure 4.
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4. 3 - STONE REVETMENT

Another alternative would be the construction of a stone revetment. The
pmlmnaxy design featuring a 2 foot layer of stone protection over a 1 foot
minimm layer of gravel bedding over £ill would both halt the erosion along
the berd ard stabilize the slope. The stone revetment cross section would be
similartothatofmegridblockrev wherethefmishedslopeisz
horizontal on 1 vertical. The minimm size of stone protection
reqmredlslfootdlameter The stone revetment as campleted would require
partial rechannelization of the North Nashua River within the expected limits
of the project, a distance of not less than 400 feet. See Figure 7 for site
plan.

The maximm intrusion of the stone revetment into the existing channel
would occur at the center section of the project area corresponding to the
maximm height of the existing slope. This distance is estimated to be 30
feet excluding the "toe". This alternative, for which a typical cross
section appears on Figure 5, was chosen as the selected plan.

III THE SELECTED PIAN

1. THE SELECTED PLAN

The selected plan must have anrualized project benefits that exceed
annualized project costs while maximizing net benefits when compared to
campeting plans. The stone revetment described above would prcvxde a
solution to the ervsion problem that is both feasible from an engineering
standpoint and economically justified. The planned four-hundred feet of
stmepmtectxmm;ldampasstheentmthraatermdmad)fmanupstream
limit near the mouth of an existing drainage ditch to a point downstream
where the oxbow bend transitions to a reverse stream curvature approaching
the bridge opening at relocated Nashua Street.
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Hyﬂraullc analysis for riprap design was provided using theories in
accordance with BEM 1110-2-1601. Riprap protection was determined utilizing a
design discharge of 18,000 cfs for the estimated 100-year flood event. For
this event, assuming s:xde slopes of 2H:1V, at an estimated water depth of 16
feet ard an estimated energy gradient of 1.6 feet/mile, a minimm D50 stone
size of 1.0 foot is required to protect the embankment. However, layer
thickness and associated rock sizes were also evaluated to insure that the
riverbank protection constructed is vandal resistant.

Construction of the MDEW emergency repaily was concurrent with the
preparation of this report, therefore the following alterations to the
presentation of details of the recammended plan are:

* Construction of the recommended stone revetment solution can be
implemented by removing courses of concrete block from the top of
the existing work and superimposing the stone revetment over the
remainder of the concrete block wall. The major portion of the
temporary streambank protection will not have to be removed. See

Figure 6.

* Costs associated with removal of the blocks will be offset by a
lesser amount of £ill required for construction of the planned
revetment.

2. ESTIMATES OF FIRST COSTS AND ANNUAL, CHARGES

A detailed estimate of Federal arnd non-Federal first costs and annual
charges for the proposed project are presented in Table 2. The lands and
easements required for project construction are owned by either the
Commorwealth of Massachusetts or the city of Leominster. The reguired
non-Federal share is twenty-five percent of the project costs.

Of the total project first costs of $221,000 the Federal share would be
$165,800 and the non-Federal share would be $55,200.

Total project anmual costs of $23,800 were cumputed assuming a project
llfeonSyearsarxianmtamtrateof87/8percent This includes an
estimated anrmal maintenance cost of $1,500.
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Item Quantity

Site Preparation 1
12" layer of gravel bedding 650
24" layer of stone protection 1100
6" layer of crushed stone 250

Compacted granular £i11 3960
Channel excavation 1000

Units

Job

c.¥Y.
cC.¥Y.
C.Y.
cC.Y.
c.¥X.

Subtotal

Construction Contingency (use 15%)

Engmeermg and design

SUBTOTAL

Supervision and administration
Total First Cost

Federal Share (75%)

Non-Federal Share (25%)

ANNUAL, COSTS
Federal

Non~-Federal (includes $1500 for anmual maintenance)

Total Anmual Cost

$ 15,000
13,000
44,000

5,000
60,000

3,000

$140,000

21,000
$161,000

$ 40,000
20,000
$221,000

$165,800
$ 55,200

$ 16,700
7,100
$ 23,800




3. ESTIMATES OF BENEFITS AND BENEFIT TO COST RATIO

Benefits associated with a project to provide ercsion control and slope
stabilization adjacent to the Leominster Connector are represented by costs
saved due to project implementation. Partial washouts of the temporary work
are envisioned over a twenty-five year periocd. With each occurrence, the
following costs will be experienced:

* emergency slope repair

* restoration of roadway to service

* emergency traffic controls and monitoring of the site by police
* detours of traffic during the loss of service period

* post-construction monitoring by survey crew

Analysis indicated that losses due to a partial washout would be
approximately $179,000. The cost of embankment repair over twenty-five years
would be $39,000 annually based on an interest rate of 8 7/8 percent. The
anmial cost of the selected plan is $23,800 and its benefit to cost ratio is
1.6 to 1. The net annual benefit is equal to $15,200. A detailed economic
analysis is contained in Appendix A.

A comparison of costs and benefits computed for each of the three
alternatives is shown in Table 3.

TABLE 3
A COMPARISON OF THE ALTERNATIVE PLANS OF PROTECTTION
Total Annual Annual Net
Plan First Cost Cost Benefits Benefits
1. Gabion Wall $600,000 $62,000 $39, 000 e
2. Grid Block Revetment $405, 000 $42,300 $39,000 e

3. Stone Revetment $221,000 $23,800 $39,000 $15,200

4, ENVIRONMENTAL AND CULTURAL RESCURCE ANALYSIS

No significant envirormental impacts are expected to occur during or
after construction of the erosion protection project. Construction
activities will probably cause increased turbidity in the North Nashua River
for a short period, but should have no pexrmanent effect on water quality.
Efforts will be made to minimize sediment inputs into the North Nashua River
caused by construction activities by use of erosion control measures such as
silt fencinq. Conmpleted coordination with relevant State and Federal
agencies indicated no significant impact on fish and wildlife habitat is
expected due to project construction. A detailed Enwirormental Assessment
and Finding of No Significant Impact (FONSI) are included in this report.

e



No significant impacts on lands of historic or cultural importance is
envisioned due to project implementation. The roadway embankment for the
lecminster Connector is constructed on a landfill, and the stone revetment
will be, for the most part, built over the existing temporary erosion control
work. A brief report on historic and archaelogical resources along with a
letter of concurrence from the Massachusetts Historical Comission appears in
the Environmental Assessment.

5. REQUIREMENTS OF ILOCAL, COOPERATION

State and local officials are aware of the requirements of local
cooperation for participation in an emergency streambank protection project
along the North Nashua River in Leominster, Massachusetts. Officials of the
Commorwealth of Massachusetts reviewed the draft Local Cooperation Agreement
and understand the following requirements of Local Cooperation:

1. Provide without cost to the United States, all lands, easements,
rights-of-way, and utility relocations necessary for project construction.

2. Hold and save the United States free from damages due to the
construction, operation and maintenance of the project, except where such
damages are due to the fault or negligence of the United States or its
contractors.

3. Maintain and operate the project after completion without cost to the
United States in accordance with regulations prescribed by the Secretary of
the Army. Annual operation and maintenance costs are currently estimated to
be $1500 includes, but is not limited to, inspection, patchwork, etc.

4. Contribute 25 percent of actual cost of construction and preparation
of Plans and Specifications. A minimm cash contribution of 5 percent of
these costs is required. Non~Federal contribution is currently estimated at
$55,200. Final cost sharing amounts will be determined when the project
design is substantially complete and real estate appraisals made.

5. Assume the responsibility for all costs in excess of the Federal cost
limitation of $500,000. Current project costs are estimated at $221,000.

6. Prevent future encroachment which might interfere with proper
functioning of the project.

1V CONCIUSIONS

This study concludes that construction of a stone revetment on the slope
would provide permanent erosion control along the North Nashua River
streambank in order to prevent future undermining and failure of the
Ieominster Connector. The selected plan provides a technically sound
solution to the problem and can be constructed without wholly dismantling the
existing temporary project. Inspection and analysis of the existing MDPW
constructed protection measures indicates adequate stability for temporary
protection of the embankment. However a flood event could cause damage to
the structure.

e




The selected permanent protection plan would be complete within itself and is
considered to be the NED plan, as it maximizes net benefits. The total
non-Federal cash required for construction of this project would be $55,200.
The proposed stone revetment design is acceptable to the local sponsor. In a
letter dated 26 March 1990, the Commonwealth of Massachusetts, as the local
sponsor, states that it supports the proposed Federal project and intends to
meet the requirements and cbligations as stated in the Local Cooperation

Agreement .

V__RECOMMENDATIONS

I recommend that this report be approved as the basis for preparation of
plans and specifications for construction of the selected plan described
herein under authority contained in Section 14 of the 1946 Flood Control Act,
as amended. It is further requested that the New England Division, Division
Engineer be designated the authority to approve construction plans and
specifications.

The recommendations contained reflect the information available at this
time and current Departmental policies governing formulation of individual
projects. They do not reflect program and budgeting priorities inherent in
the formulation of a national Civil Works construction program nor the
perspective of higher review levels within the Executive Branch.
Consequently, the recommendations may be modified before they are transmitted
for authorization and/or implementation funding. However, prior to
transmittal, the sponsor, the state, the interested Federal agencies, and
other parties will be advised of any modifications and will be afforded an
opportunity to comment further.

2 M. Wils
Colonel, Corps of Engineers
Division Engineer

// 0 ‘/,/M %
Date
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I. INTRODUCTION

A. Purpose and Need

This report provides an assessment of the
envirormental affects of an emergency streambank protection
project d&sn.gned to stabilize a section of riverbank along the
North Nashua River, located in Leominster, MA (see Figure 1).
Streambank erovsion is threatening the Leaminster Comnector (a
state road) ard if not stabilized will undermine the road and
result in its loss.

B. Project Authority

This report was prepared urder the special
contimuing authority contained in Section 14 of the 1946 Flood
Control Act (as amended). Section 14 allows the Corps of
Engineers to part1c1pa°t:e in the plarmirq and construction of
econamically justified streambank erosion control projects in
situations where public facilities are threatened.

II. PROJECT DESCRIPTION
A. Selected Plan - Stone revetment

Project plans call for the construction of a stone
revetment with a one foot vertical to two feet horizontal slope
along 400 feet of riverbank as shown in Figure 2. The revetment
will extend from the river chammnel up to the Leaminster
Connector. It will consist of compacted gramular fill overlain
mthsx.xmdmofcmshedstonemtheupperbankandlzm
of gravel bedding overlain with 24 inches of stone protection on
the lower bank. Permanent relocation of the river channel will
be required. Excavation of the new chanmnel will start at the
downstream end of the project. Excavated material will be used
as granular f£ill for the base of the proposed revetment and used
tobreachthepresaxﬁNorthNashuamverattheupstreamem
Approximately 5,000-7,000 cubic yards of granular fill, 1200 of
which will be placed in the present river channel, will be
required to construct the project. The stone revetmerrt will
extend from approximately five feet near the ernds to 40 feet at
the midpoint into the river channel.

A temporary access road, constructed parallel to
the ILeaminster Connector upstream of the project, does exist due
to Massachusetts Department of Public Works temporary emergency
stabilization procedures. Construction is expected to occcur
during the summer of 1990 and is expected to last approximately
three morths.




B. Alternatives
1. Gabion ®Wall

A gmbion wall bulkhead was considered the first
option in lieu of the stone revetment. This option would extend
0 to ten feet into the chamnel and recuire temporary
rechannelization during construction and would reqm.repartz.al

rechamnelization (see Figure 3). This option was
rejected due to lack of economic justification.

2. Alternative Protection Methods

Stone and grid block revetments, and wood, steel,
concrete, and double-wall bulkheads were also considered as
means for reducing the ervsion problem and increasing the bank
stability. Permanent rechannelization would be required with
the revetment altermatives while temporary rechannelization
would be required with the bulkhead alternatives. These options
were rejected due to lack of econamic justification.

3. No Action

If no action is taken to stabilize the ercding
riverbank, erosion will contimue, eventually resulting in the
loss of a portion of the leominster Connector. Based on that
impact, this option was considered unacceptable.

TITI. GENERAL SETTING
A. Introduction

The city of Leominster is located in the northeastern
portion of Worcester County in north-central Massachusetts,
approximately 38 miles northwest of the city of Boston.
leominster has a population of 34,318 (1980 census).

The North Nashua River flows southeast through the city
dropping approximately 52 feet within the city’s corporate
limits. The project site is an immature oxbow located in the
forested floodplain of the North Nashua River. The project site
is adjacent to the old Leominster Sanitary Landfill. Soils on
the site are primarily of sand and gravel (Umversal Engineering
Corporation, 1977). Upstream of the project site is the
leominster Wastewater Treatment Facility, operated by
Environtech Operating Services, Inc. (BE0S). EOS processes
approximately 4.5 million gallons of septage for the City of
Lecminster per year.
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B. Aquatic and Riparian Habitat

In the project area, the channel substrate consists of
small rocks, gravel, and sand (visual cbservation). The channel
bottom slope adjacent to the project site is approwimately 8.0
feet/mile with the drainage area at the site equal to 108 square
miles (COE Hydrologic ard Hydraulic Assessment, April, 1989).

The flow rate was estimated at approximately five feet per
second and capable of eroding the fine sand in the bank. During
an eight week observation period, same of the 400 foot bank has
been estimated at ercding one foot per week. This did occur
during the flood season.

The project is located in a forested riparian
floodplain. A 1977 Ernwirormental Assessment by the Universal
Engineering Corporation indicated the site to be stripped
floodplain habitat. Flood litter encampasses the area as well
as discarded tires. 'Ihea.reahasrecovemdtosupportavamety
of wildlife along the North Nashua River.

C. Water Quality

Presently, the North Nashua River has been classified
as a Class B watexway and as such is designated for uses of
protection and propagation of fish, other aquatic life and
wildlife; and for primary (i.e. swimming) and secordary contact
recreation (i.e. boating).

bata supplied from a 1985 report of the Nashua River
Basin indicates dissolved oxygen levels to be lowest during the
summer months, reaching a lowest of 6.7 mg/1 during July and
having the highest levels of 11.8 my/1 during March.
Temperature ranges were from 42 degrees F in March to 68 deqgrees
F in July and September. Mr. Robert Madore, Aquatic Biologist,
of the Massachusetts Division of Fisheries ard Wildlife
indicated the Nashua River does not meet water quality standards
during the summer months (telephone corversation 9 March 1989).

Adjacent to the proposed project area is the lLeonminster
Wastewater Treatment Facility. The facility uses Advanced
Wastewater Treatment to remove ammonia, nitrogen, and
phosphorus. Releases of treated effluent into the North Nashua
River occcur just upstream of the proposed project area. The
facility met 99% of NFDES discharge requirements for 1988,
providing a high degree of treatment for the protection of
aquatic life in the Nashua River.



D. Aguatic Resources
1. Acuatic Invertebrates

During a site visit 15 June 1989 samples indicated
populations of Chronamids, Oligochaeta, and Diptera, within the
aquatic substrate. These are cammon irvertebrates of freshwater
streams and ponds.

2. Fish

A stream survey by the Massachusetts Division of
Fisheries and Wildlife (1974-1975) detexrmined that white suckers
(Catostomis commersoni) and largemouth bass (Micropterus
salmoides) are present in the project area. Mr. Madore
confirmed that no followup surveys have been accamplished in the
Nashua River since 1975, ut anticipated that the fish
populations may have increased due to an improvement in the
water quality of the river (telephone cornversation ¢ March
1989). The chamnel substrate is an excellent spawning grourd
for fish species as well as riffle and pool areas which support
fish populations.

In a letter date 22 June 1989, the U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service reported a warm water fishery in the river
segment affected by the erwiromment. Species include bass
(Micropterus sp.), pickerel (Esox sp.), fallfish (Semotilus
corporalis), suckers (Family Catastomidae), and bullhead
(Ictalarus sp.).

E. Riparian Resources
1. Vegetation

With the exception of the exposed soils along the
eroding riverbank, the floodplain corridor supports a variety of
vegetation types which provide nesting, escape, and breeding
cover to fish and wildlife. Grasses, shrubs, and small to
medium sized saplings and pole-sized tree specles canstitute a
medium to dense riparian habitat. Beyond the immediate river
channel, the floodplain topography elevates approximately three
to four feet. Dominant taxa include sycamore (Platarus
occidentalis), birch, (Betula sp.), red maple (Acer rubrum),
willow (Salix gp.), boxelder (Acer nequndo), staghorn sumac
(Rhus typhina), reed canary grass (Phalaris arundinacea), and
smartweeds (Polygonum sp.). Table 1 lists field cbservations of
species during site visits of 1 March and 15 June 1989 as well
as by other agencies.




2. Wildlife

The riparian corridor provides habitat for a
variety of wildlife including songbirds, small mammals, reptiles
and amphibians, and white-tailed deer (Qdocoileus virginiamus).
Most of these species require the terrestrial vegetation (i.e.
trees, shrubs, grasseﬁ) for food, cover, and nesting habitat.
Sane wildlife species cbserved during the site visits of 1 March
and 15 June 1989 include mourning doves (Zenmaidura macroura),
American goldfinch (Spimus tristus), tree and bank swallows
(Iridoprocne bicolor and Riparia riparia), American robin
(Turdus migratorius), and garter snake (Thamophis sirtalis).

The U.S.F.W.S., in a letter dated 22 June 1989, listed grey
squirrel (Scn.urus carolinensis), eastern cottontall rabblts
(Silvilaqus floridanus), great blue heron (Ardea hercdias),
belted kingfisher (Ceryle alsyon) as occuring in the project
vicinity. Additionally, Ed Himlan of the Nashua River Watershed
Association reported a nesting pair of Red—mlled hawks (Bm:eo
jamaicenis), as well as beaver (Castor canadensis),

sightings of river otters (Lutra canadensi s) within the area
(telephone conversation 18 July 1989). It can be expected
waterfowl and a variety of small mammals regularly use the

area. Tables 2 and 3 give the cbserved species of wildlife from
all agencies made during site visits as well as species which
would be expected to find with additional sampling in the
project area.

F. Threatenad/ Endangered Species/
Species of Special Concern

In a letter dated 7 June 1989 the U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service indicated the potential for populations of the
small whorled pagonia (Isotria medeolides), which have been
docaumented in Worcester County. This will be addressed in the
enviramental impact section.

Aside from the small whorled pagonia, the U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service indicated no Federally listed or proposed
threatened species occcur within the project area, with the
exception of occasional transient individuals. The
Massachusetts Natural Heritage and Endangered Species program
also concurred there are no known state rare, endargered, or
species of special concern of either animal or plant commities
within the project area.
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G. HISTORIC AND ARCHAEOLOGICAL RESCURCES

The proposed project area has no archaeological potential.
The southern streambank in this area has undergone severe
ercsion and as much as ten feet of the bank has washed away. In
addition to the effects of ervsion, the socuthern streambank has
been modified by construction of I-190 and the Lecminster
Connector, and the temporary £ill and concrete wall which has
beenerected by the DIW. Therefore, any sites which may have
been present would hae been disturbed or destroyed by the
cambined effects of all of these activities.

The northern streambank has also been severely disturbed in
the past. The topsoil was remwed from this area in the 1960s
and used for agriculture. The streambank was also pericdically
imundated by flood waters. The floodwaters removed fine
partlcla fmﬂmema:nmsubsm.lamileftammyemdad
terrain. mrmwmmmofﬂwmmyarﬁimmmter
Connector this area was studied, as it was included in the
right-of-way for the highway project. Mitigation measures for
the northern streambank created a wetland habitat by excavating
sand and gravel deposits and stabiliing the riprarian habitat.
Any archaeological sites which may have been present would have
beemiwtoryed by thee Jand modifications.

AL, IMPACTS

Construction of a temporary access road parallel to the




project site will result in the loss of all termtnal
vegetation. Vegetatlm in the area is primary early
successicnal species and should regenerate quickly. Soil
campaction from construction equipment will hinder
regeneration. Due to Massachusetts Department of Public Works
temporary emergency measures, this road already exists.

B. River Relocation

Construction activities for relocation of the river
channel will begin on the downstream side of the project area.
Channel migration at the project site has moved the North Nashua
River Channel migration approximately 40 feet south since the
construction of the Leominster Comnector in 1977. This is the
cause of the current erosion control measures. Relocation will
return the river to its 1977 location.

Construction equipment will be required to cross the
North Nashua River upstream of the project site. A temporary
azlvertmllbeplawdacrossmestreamtoprevmtdestmcmm
of the aquatic habitat. Rechamnelization will result in
permanent loss of all aguatic habitat within the enstmg '
riverbed as well as loss of all riparian habitat in the newly
created channel. This loss is acceptable given the dynamic
forces of the axbow at the project site. There is sufficient
area in the forested floodplain to accammodate a minor channel
shift. All riffle and pool areas within the 400 foot reach will
also be permanently lost. Creation of the new river chamnel
will bring 30-35 feet of new aquatic habitat. Effects of
increased turbidity will be reduced with the placement of
appropriate siltation devices prior to the camencement of any
construction activities. Increased turbidity amd suspended :
solids in the water colum will occur with the relocation. This
will be temporary and given the estimated rate of erosion of
the existing riverbank, the relocation and stabilization of the
river channel will have a positive effect on the level of
sedimentation influx and turbidity into the river.

A temporary staging area for the material removed from
the newly excavated channel will be required (see also Section
404 (b) (1) evaluation). The temporary location will be within
close proximity of the construction site so it can be easily
accessed as fill material for the revetment. This close
proximity will minimize impacts of fill material on vegetation
within the riparian corridor.

. Aquatic and Riparian Habitat

Construction activities and charmnel relocation will
eliminate existing aquatic habitat along the approximately 400




feet of riverbank. All riffle and pool areas will be
destroyed. The irregular, eroding natural bank will be replaced
with a homogenous uniform graded slope.

Approximately 0.5 to 0.75 acres of riparian habitat
will be lost within the project area. Herbaceous shrubs above
the ercding riverbank as well as riparian habitat located in the
floodplain will be eliminated. Providing topsoil over the stone
revetment and revegetation after construction will aid in
mitigation and will be cowvered below.

D. Water Quality

Construction activities will result in temporary
increases in the suspended solids load and turbidity in the
North Nashua River. Given the scope of the project, and the
flow volume during the summer low flow pericd, the short term
impact on the water qua.llty will be localized. Downstream
effects on aquatic habitat and water quality will be minimal.
Irput of suspended solids and turbidity can be minimized by
working during the low flow season and placement of appropriate
siltation devices downstream.

. Aquatic Resources
1. Aguatic Invertebrates

Construction activities at the work site will
destroy the existing aquatic invertebrate camumity. Stone at
the base of the revetment will provide a suitable habitat for
recolonization. In the newly relocated river channel, given the
potential for recruitment from upstream habitats and the short
regeneratlm time of aquatic invertebrate species, :
recolonization should ocour rapidly (Nmmlly and Shields, .
1985). The stone will most likely support invertebrate speci%
similar to the already existing rocky substrate.

2. Fish

Rechannelization of the river channel will have no
significant impacts on finfish populations because the new river
duannelmllhaveacxuss»sectmmalareasxmlartotheensum
oxbow. Depth and flow velocities will be critical in
mtlgatmn, Increased suspended sediment concentration will be
minimal given the rechamnelization will be cutside the stone
revetment construction zone and appropriate siltation devices
are present. Fish are generally tolerant of short term exposure
to moderate levels of suspended sediments (Stern and Stickle,
1978) .




Once rechannelization occurs, no barriers to
hinder river flow will be present. The impact on fish
traversing the North Nashua River will be minimal.

F. Riparian Rescurces
1. Vegetation

Construction will result in the loss of riparian
habitat along the approximately 400 feet of the river as well as
the shrubs and small trees above the ercding riverbank. loss of
vegetation aloxy the eroding bank would occur to some extent
even if no action were taken. loss of the vegetation will be
offset, to an extent, by planting grasses and shrubs or herbs on
the revetment. Additional information concerning the
revegetation plan is provided below.

2. Wildlife

The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service cited an
immediate concern regarding the loss of bank swallow nest sites
in the eroding riverbank (letter dated 22 June 1989). Nest
sites were visible during the site visit of 15 June. The
Migratory Bird Treaty Act (16 U.S.C. 703-~711) prohibits the
taking of migratory birds, eggs, or nest sites. Bark swallows
usually return to New England beginning in mid-April amd begin
nest construction by the first week of May. Yaung of the year
are expected to be fledged by the end of July. . Construction
activities at the site will be scheduled to occur between August
1 and April 30 to avoid the nesting pericd.

Wildlife and other birds inhabiting the project
area will be displaced by construction activities. It would be
desirable to conduct construction activities during late summer
or early fall to minimize disruption to birds, including
waterfowl, and mamnals breeding or nesting in the project area.

Construction of the revetment will most likely
result in the lorg term loss of potential breeding habitat for
wildlife species which nest in the riparian corridor.
Revegetation of the revetment after completion of construction
will be beneficial for species which nest in herbacecus
vegetation and grasses.

The project will also most likely decrease habitat

value for mammals, such as beaver, but provide higher quality
habitat for mice, shrews, and raptors.

G. Threatened/Endangered/Species of Special Concern
In a telephone conversation with Jay Copeland




(Envircrmental Reviewer, Massachusetts Natural Heritage Program)
the small whorled pagonia would not be located in the rlpanan
floodplain of the project area. Therefore, this project is
expectedtotmvemmaactmanyspecx%midemdthmatened,
erdangered, or of special concern by the U.S. FlshandWlldllfe

Gardon Beckett, U.S.F.W.S., 7 June 1989; and Jay Copeland,
M.N.H.P., 26 May 1989).

Ho mlnml HBSCRITTRS

Jmpacts

The proposed project area has been extensn.vely disturbed by
erosion and land modifications during construction of I-190 and
the Lecminster Connector, as well as construction of the
temporary erergency stabilization project by the DPW.,
'ﬁm&fcre, the proposed emergency streambark protecticn project
.is unlikely to have an effect upon any structure or site of
historic, architectural or archaeological significance as
defined by the Natural Historic Preservation Act of 1966, as
amended. The Massachusetts Historic Comission has owcurred
with this determination.

V. ACTIONS TO MINIMIZE ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS
A. Tining of Construction

Work will occur during late summer or early fall
(August through November), when water levels in the North Nashua
River are at or near seasonal lows. This time frame would
minimize any adverse affects on water quality, eggs and larvae
of anadromous and resident fish species, and on wildlife which
inhabit the riparian corridor.

This time frame would also conply with federal
regulations regarding the taking of migratory birds, eggs, or
nests (16 U.S.C. 703=711). Bark swallow nests were present in
the eroding riverbank.

B. River Relocation

A temporary culvert will be placed for ‘
construction equipment initially crossing the river prior to: to
the relocation activities. Placement of appropriate siltation
devices at this time would also reduce the impacts to the

aquatic ecosystem. Avoidance of unnecessary impacts regarding
water quah’cy and aquatic habitat will be incorporated into the

project specifications.
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The construction of a new river channel should
have a cxuoss-sectional area similar in size to the existing
river chammel as well as providing riffle and pool areas which
parallelﬂxeprwatNorthNashmeeroxbw The channel
substrate should be reestablished. Any alteration of the
cross—-sectional area, includirgy pool areas, could have adverse
affects on the reestablishment of the aquatic invertebrate and
fish populations.

. Aguatic Habitat

The stone revetment will provide suitable habitat
for aquatic invertebrates and fish. Any submerged 1ogs or snags
in the river channel, not in the immediate construction area,
should be left in place to provide shelter for fish. Any large
logs or rocks excavated during construction will be placed in
the base of the revetment.

2. Riparian Habitat

Following construction, all disturbed areas will
be seeded and mulched to prevent superficial eruvsion. The upper
bank of the revetment will be backfilled with topsoil, planted
with grasses or clover to prevent ercsion, and planted with low
grwmtreesandshrubssud&asdogm (Cormus sp.) ard willow
(Salix sp.). This will provide campensation for lest wildlife
food, nesting and cover habitat as well as provide a buffer zone
between the riparian floodplam ard the Iemunster Connector for
aesthetics.

3. Access Road

Reﬁtoratim and revegetation of the temporary
access road will be performed following construction.

VI. CORRESPONDENCE
A. Personal Commmication

The following were coordinated with in the preparation
of this report.

Cheryl Poirier, Massachusetts Department Envirormental
Protection

Ed Himlan, Nashua River Watershed Association

Rich Dorfman, Massachusetts Division of Water Pollution
Canttrol

Steve Robb, Massachusetts Natural Heritage Program

Bob Carltlcn, Massachusetts State Board of Health

Bob Modore, Massachusetts Division of Fisheries and Wildlife

Ed Reiner, U.S. Erviramental Protection Agency, Boston
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1. Project information letters were mailed to the
following prior to the preparation of this report.

Daniel Greenbaum, Massachusetts Department of Erwvirormental
Quality Engineering

Douglas A. Thompson, U.S. Environmental Protection Agency

Wayne MacCallum, Massachusetts Division of Fisheries and
Wildlife

Goxrdon E. Beckett, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service

Jay Copeland, Massachusetts Natural Heritage Program

Cornelius O’leary, Massachusetts Division of Water Pollution
Control

Richard Horgan, Massachusetts Department of Public Works

John DeVillars, Massachusetts Executive Office of
Envirammental Affairs

The following letters were received concerning the
project (see Apperdix, page 17):

Gordeni E. Beckett, U.S.F.W.5., 22 June 1989 and 7 June 1989
Jay Copeland, Massachusetts Natural Heritage Program,
22 May 1989

3. A site visit was made 1 March 1989 and 15 June 1989
to inform attending state and local agencies as well as with
interested parties to discuss any concerns. The following were
in attendance during the 15 June meetirg:

David larsen, Corps of Engineers, New England
Division (NED)

Paul Schimeifermxy, NED

Kerrin Dame, NED

Kirk Bargerhuff, NED

John Galli, Massachusetts Department of Public Works

Nabil Hourani, Massachusetts Department of Public Works
(Geotechnical)

Hasmukh Patel, Massachusetts Department of Public Works
(Highway Division)

Carl Melbergy, Massachusetts Department of Public Works
(Envirommental)

Dick Reynolds, Massachusetts Department of Public Works
(Enwvircrmental)

Patricia Trambly, Massachusetts Department of Public
Works (Ervirormental)

Phil Nadeau, Massachusetts Department of Envirormental

Protection
Fd Himlan, Nashua River Watershed Association
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1. Preseyvation of Historic and Archaeclogical Data Act of 1974, as
amended, 16 U.S5.C. 469 et seq.

Campliance: Not Applicable

2. Clean Air Act, as amended, 42 U.S.C. 7401 et seq.

Compliance: Coordination and Public Notice of this report upon
rwesttomeReglcmlAdmmstratorofthemvmrmmal Protection
Agencyforrenewmm:anttoSectlms 176c and 309 of the Clean Air
Act signifies parital campliance.

3. Clean Water Act of 1977 (Federal Water Pollution Control Act
amerdments of 1972) 33 U.S.C. 1251 et seq.

Carpliance: A Section 404(b) (1) Evaluation and cmpllame Review
have been incorporated into this veport. An application shall be
filed for State Water Quality Certification pursuant to Section 401
of the Clean Water Act,

4. Coastal Zone Management Act of 1972, as amended, 16 U.S.C. 1431
et seq.

Compliance: Not Applicable; project is not located within the State
designated coastal zone.

5. Erdangered Species Act of 1973, as amended, 16 U.S.C. 1531 et
seg. ’

Campliance: Coordination with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
(FWS) has yvielded no formal consultation requirements pursuant to
Section 7 of the Erndangered Species Act.

6. Estuarine Areas Act, 16 U.S.C. 1221 et seq.

Campliance: Not applicable; this report is not being sulmitted to
Congress.

7. Federal Water Project Recreation Act, as amended, 16 U.S.C.
4601-12 et seq.

Campliance: Public Notice of the availability of this decumentation
to the National Park Service (NPS) and the Office of Statewide
Planning relative to the Federal and State camprehensive outdcoor
recreation plans signifies compliance with this Act.
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8. Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act, as amended, 16 U.S.C. 661 et
seg.

Campliance: Coordination with the FWS, Massachusetts Natural
Heritage Program, ard Massachusetts Divisicn of Fisheries and
Wildlife signifies compliance with the Fish and Wildlife Coordination
Act.

9. land and Water Conservation Fund Act of 1965, as amended, 16
U.8.C. 46014 et seq.

Campliance: Public Notice of the availability of this report to the
National Park Service (NPS) and the Office of Statewide Planning
relative to the Federal and State comprehensive autdoor recreation
plans signifies campliance with this Act.

10. Marine Protection, Research, and Sanctuaries Act of 1972, as
amended, 33 U.S.C. 1401 et seq.

Compliance: Not Applicable; project does not involve the’
transportation nor disposal of dredged material in ocean waters
pursuant to Sections 102 and 103 of the Act, respectively.

11. National Historic Preservation Act of 1966, as amendéd, 16 U.S.C.
470 et seq.

Campliance: Coordination with the State Historic Preservation Office
determined that no historic or archaeclogical rescurces would be
affected by the proposed project.

12, National Ervirommental Policy Act of 1969, as amended, 42 U.S.C.
4321 et seq.

Campliance: Preparation of this report signifies partial compliance

with NEFA. Full compliance shall be attained at the time the Finding
of No Significant Impact is signed.

13. Rivers and Harbors Act of 1899, as amended, 33 U.S.C. 401 et seq.

Campliance: No requirements for Corps’ projects or programs
authorized by Congress.

14. Watershed Protection and Flood Prevention Act, as amended, 16
U.S5.C. 1001 et seq.

Compliance: Not Applicable
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15. Wild and Scenic Rivers Act, as amernded, 16 U.S.C. 1271 et seq.

Compliance: Not Applicable; project is not located within a
designated wild or scenic river area.

1. Executive Order 11988, Flocdplain Management, 24 May 1977 amended
by Executive Order 12148, 20 July 1979.

Campliance: Circulation of this report for public review fulfills
the requirements of Executive Order 11988, Section 2(a) (2).

2. Executive Order 11990, Protection of Wetlands, 24 May 1977.

Compliance: Circulation of this report for public review fulfills
the requirements of Executive Order 11990, Section 2 (b).

3. Executive Order 12114, Envirormental Effects Abroad of Major
Federal Actions, 4 Jarmary 1979.

Compliance: Not Applicable; project is located within the United
States.

Executive Memorandum

1. Analysis of Impacts on Prime or Unique Agricultural Lands in
Implementing NEPA, 11 August 1980.

Campliance: Not Applicable; project does not involve nor impact
agricultural lards.
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TABLE 1:
Identified species of vegetation during site visits of 15 June
and 1 March 1989. Sources: U.S. Armyoorpsofﬁxgmrsam
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service.

GENUS _AND SPECTES
Acer saccharimm

Acer rubrum
Acer negundo
mx_l__ us deltoides
Plantanus occidentalis
big-toothed aspen Populus grandidentata
staghorn  sumac Thus gm;;,rM\a
black willow Salix nigra
sugar maple Acer saccharum
red oak Quercus rubra
honey locust Gleditsia trlcanthos
gray birch Betula m;_;_f_ol__@
paper birch Betula papyrifera

speckled alder Alnus rudosa
white pine Pinus strobus
cherry Prunus Sp.
red-oiser dogwood Cornus stolonifera
elderberry Sambucus canadensis
Japanese knotweed Polygonum cuspidatum
reed canary grass Phalaris arundinacea
smartweed Polygonmum sp
evening primrose Oenthera biennis
golden rod ) Solidago sp.

American hornbeam Carpinus caroliniana
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TABLE 2:

Identified species of wildlife during site visits of 15 June
and 1 March 1989. Sources: U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, U.S.
Fish ard wildlife Service, and Nashua Watershed Association.

eastern cottontail

gray squirrel
beaver (signs)

miskrat (signs)

HERPTTILES
Common garter shake

Scientific Name

Zenaidura macroura
Spimus tristus
Turdus migratorius
Parus atricapillus
Iridoprocne bicolor
Colaptes auratus
Corvus brachyrhynchos
Ceryle alcyon
Actitis macularia
Ardea herodias

Svlvilaqus floridanus
Sciurus carolinensis
Castor canadensis
Ondatra zibethicus

Thamnophis sirtalis

*A nesting pair of Red-tailed hawks were ocbserved adjacent to
the project location. The habitat range of the species is

inclusive to the project area.
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TABLE 3:

A partial list of wildlife species most likely to exist within
the project area and adjacent riparian corridor.

screech owl
belted kingfisher
hairy woodpecker
downy woodpecker
eastern kingbird
eastern phoebe
rough-winged swallow
blue jay
Arerican crow
house wren
mockingbird

gray catbird
brown thrasher
wood thrush

veery

cedar waxing
Buropean starling
red-eyed vireo
warbling vireo
yellow warbler
cammon yellowthroat
red-winged blackbird
northern oriole
common grackle
brown-headed cowbird

Scientific Name

Butorides virescens
Falco gparverius
¢haradrius vociferous
Scolopax minor

Otus asio
Ceryle alcyon

Picoides villosus
Picoides pubescens
Tyrannus tyrannus
Savornis phoebe
Stelgidopteryx ruficollis
Cyanocitta cristata
Corvus  brachyrhynchos
Troglodytes aedon
Mimus polyglottos
Dumetella carolinensis
Toxostana: rufum
Hylocichla mustelina
Catharus fuscescens
Bombycilla cedrorum
Sturnus vulgaris
Vireo olivaceus

Vireo gilvus

Dendroica petechia
Geothlypis trichas
Agelaius phoeniceus
Icterus galbula
Quiscalus guiscula
Molothrus ater
Piranga olivaces
Passerina cyanea
Pipilo erythrophthalmus
Melospinza melodia




Common Name

eastern chipmmk
white~footed mouse

Norway rat

Taccoon
striped skunk

river otter

TABLE 3 (Continued):
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Scientific Name

Marmota monax
Tasmias striatus
leucopus
Ondatra zibethicus
Rattus norvegicus
Didelphis marsupialis
Procyon lotor
Mephitis mephitis
Sylvilaqus floridanus
Lutra canadensis




IX. APPENDIX
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NEW ENGLAND DIVISION
U.S. ARMY CORPS OF ENGINEERS, WALTHAM, MA

PROTECTION

a. The discharge represents the least

enviromentally damaging practicable alternative

and if in a special aquatic site, the activity

associated with the discharge must have direct

access or proximity to, or be located in the

agquatic ecosystem to fulfill its basic purpose

(if no, see section 2 and information gathered ’

for EA alternative); le |-
NO

b. The activity does not appear to:
© 1) violate applicable state water quality standards
or effluent standards prohibited under Section 307
of the (WA; 2) jeopardize the existence of Federally
listed threatened and endangered species or their
critical habitat; and 3) violate reqtumnents of any
Federally designated marine sanctuary (if no, see
section 2b and check responses from resource and water
quality certifying agencies);
1] ||
YES

NO

c. The activity will not cause or contribute to
significant degradation of waters of the U.S. including
adverse effects on human health, life stages of
organisms deperdent on the aquatic aoosystem, ecosystem
diversity, productivity and stablllt:y,
recreaticnal, aesthetic, and econanic values (if no,
see section 2);

x| |_|

d. Amropriate and practicable steps have been taken
to minimize potential adverse impacts of the discharge
on the aquatic ecosystem (if no, see section 5).

1% 1]

YES
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Not
N/A  Signif- Signif-
icant  icant*
a. Potential Impacts on Physical amd
Chemical Characteristics
of the Acguatic Ecosystem (Subpart C).

1) Substrate.
2) Suspended particulates/turbidity.
3) Water.
4) Current patterns and

water circulation.
5) Normal water fluctuations. X
6) Salinity gradients. X

D PP

b. Potential Impacts on Biological
Characteristics of the Aquatic
Ecosystem (Subpart D).

1) Threatened and endangered species. X
2) Fish, crustaceans, mollusks and

other aquatic organisms in the

food web. X
3) Other wildlife. . X

c. Potential Impacts on Special Aguatic
Sites (Subpart E).

1) Sanctuaries and refuges.
2) Wetlards.

3) Mud flats.

4) Vegetated shallows.

5) Coral reefs.

6) Riffle and pool camplexes. X

et =l o R

d. Potential Effects on Human Use
Characteristics (Subpart F).

1) Mmicipal and private water
supplies. X

2) Recreational and Commercial
fisheries.

3) Water-related recreation.

4) Aesthetics.

$) Parks, national and historic
moruments, national seashores,
wilderness areas, research sites,
and similar preserves. X

rel e~
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8.

The following informaticn has been considered in
evaluating the biological availability of possible
contaminants in dredged or £ill material. (Check only
those appropriate.)

1) FPhysical characteristics.....cccocveconcacccnsna]X|
2) Hydrcgramymmlammto

known or anticipated

SOUrCeS Of CONMtAMINANES. ....oeensecococacnsossssalX]
3) Results from previous

testing of the material or

similar material in the o

vicinity of the project...ccsvecesscocosnsocannns 1
4) Known, significant sources

of persistent pesticides

from land runoff or L

percolation....coceeccessocccssancecssanssosscsesl |
5) Spill records for petroleun ’ ’

prodmtsordesignatedhazaxdws o

substances (Section 311 of CWA).eeeoeocansassoanal |
6) Public records of significant

introduction of contaminants fram —

industries, mmicipalities, or other sources..... j
7) Known existence of substantial

material deposits of substances

which could be released in harmful

quantities to the aquatic ervirorment

by man-induced discharge activities..... casiidei D
8) Other sources (sSpecify)...ceeco. cevesso

=

List appropriate references.

See Ervirormental
Assessment

An evaluaticon of the appropriate information in 3a above
nﬁlcat%thattherelsreasontobehevetheproposed
dredge or fill material is not a carrier of contaminants,
or that levels of contaminants are substantively similar
at extraction and disposal sites and not likely to
require constraints. The material meets the testing
exclusion criteria.

Kl Ll

YES NO
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a. The following factors, as appropriate, have been

considered in evaluating the disposal site.
1) Depth of water at disposal Site.....cessocessasss I
2) CQurrent velocity, direction, and

mi&iliw atdi.ma—lsite-onoooc-eooao--ooooou x

3) mofmlermocll.onoo.o'ceoo.oo00.000000.
4) Wamrwl‘mstratifimtimonQon.onoocl.ooooc--no

5) Discharge vessel speed and
dimim.0QBQBDGOOODCIIDQQGO.I!IDOQO.QOBQOOO'OOO
6) Mmofdjm.."DOO0.00.QQOO.QOO.I'OOOO .....

7) Dredged material characteristics
(constituents, amount, and type

of material, settling velocities)........ oo s e sisie I
8) Number of discharges per unit of o
ﬁMOooaneooeooooooonunneooo nnnnnnn OUIDOOOCHIEOOOJ__’l
9) Other factors affecting rates and ] R
patterns of mixing (specify)....... O P I |
List appropriate references.
See Enwvirormental
Assessment

b. An evaluation of the appropriate factors in

4a above indicates that the disposal site —
and/or size of mixing zone are acceptable......./X| | |
. YES NO

Actions To Minimize Adverse Effects (Subyart H).

All appropriate and practicable steps have been taken,
through application of recamendation of Section
230.70-230.77 to ensure minimal adverse effects of

the proposed discharge...ccceeccoocnss cossauns cosmsos E

8]
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\

A review of appropriate information as identified in items
2 - 5 above indicates that there is minimal potential for
short or lang texrm envirommental effects of the proposed

discharge as related to:

&.

b.

ao

Physical substrate

(review sections 2a, 3, 4, and 5 above). YES

K|
8
Tl

Water circulation, fluctuation and salinity

(review sections 2a, 3, 4, and 5). YES

K]
3
Cl

Suspended particulates/turbidity

(mviw mim Za, 3’ 4' am 5)0 N Ym

Contaminant availability

(review sections 2a, 3, ard 4). YES

I
5 8
o O

Aquatic ecosystem structure, function t ’
and organiams (review sections 2b and

c, 3, ard 5)
Proposed disposal site

(review sections 2, 4, and 5). YES

3
5 H
8 &
0 o

cumilative effects on the aguatic

ecosysten.

Secondary effects on the aquatic

BB
B K
5 B
o o

The proposed disposal site for discharge of dredged
or fill material complies with the Section 404(b) (1) ____
g‘li&li]m-onosocn.oooo-wuoouoooooc-ﬁeooooooonlnoeooc
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Finding of No Significant Impact

The proposed plan irnvolves the construction of approximately
400 feetofsmmvetmentalagthebbrthblasmxamyerm
lecminster, Massachusetts. At present, bank eruvsicn is
threatening the Leominster Comnector (a public road).

NOSlgnificantadversempactsmtheexwmmutare
articipated. The major impact oftluspro]ectlsthepmmanent
relocation of a section of the North Nashua River. The project
area is located in a forested floodplain and has encugh room to
accommodate a minor channel shift. Loss of approximately 0.5 to
0.75 acres of wildlife habitat is expected. Ilosses to
vegetation will be campensated for in part by planting grasses,
herbs, anilowgmmstmmsamlbas&mmtheupperbankof
therevet:mntarxlmareasdlsmrbedbyconstmtlm. This will
provide a buffer zone between the road and riparian corridor as
well. My determination of a Finding of No Significant Impact is
based on the Ervircrmental Assessment and the following
considerations.

a. OConstruction will result in a localized, short term
increase in suspended solid load in the North Nashua River.
Sediment loading would be minimized by employing standard
erosion control techniques and by scheduling the construction
during the seasonal low flow periocd.

b. The project will destroy the existing nearshore aquatic
habitat and camumity along approximately 400 feet of
riverbank. The stone base of the revetment will, however,
provide a suitable substrate for the reestablishment of a
productive aquatic invertebrate community.

c. Althoaugh localized changes in fish commmnity structure
may occur, the project should have no significant adverse impact
on adult fish or fish eggs and larvae in the North Nashua River
at Leominster.

d. This project will have no anticipated impact on any
State or Federal rare or endangered species.

e. No archaeological or historical resources will be
affected by this project.

Based on my review and evaluation of the envirormental

effects as presented in the Erwirommental Assessment, I have
determined that the lLeominster Section 14 Emergency Streambank
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Protection Project is not a major Federal action significantly
affwt:m; the quality of the human enviromment. Therefore I

stermined that this project is exempt frum recuirements to
Mare an Ervircrmental Impact Statement.

Date Daniel M. Wilson
Colonel, Corps of Engineers
Division Engineer
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DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
MEW ERGLAND DIVISION. CORPS OF ENGINEERS
424 TRAPELO ROAD
WALTHAM, MASSACHUSETTS 02254

FPLY TO
ATTRNTION OF

August 25, 1989

Planning Division
Impact Analysis Branch

Ms. Valerie Talmage - Executive Director
Massachusetts Historic Commission

80 Boylston Street

Boston, KA 02116

Dear Ms. Talmage:

The Army Corps of Engineers iz preparing an environmental
assessment of a proposed emergency streambank protection'project
designed to stabilize a section of riverbank along the North
Nashua River in Leominster, Massachusetts (Figure 1). »
Streambank erosion is threatening the Leominster Connector (a
state road) and if not stabilized will undermine the yroad and
result in its loss (Photographs enclosed). We would like your
comments on the proposed project. :

Project plans call for the construction of a stone revetment
with a one foot vertical to two feet horizontal slope along 400
feet of riverbank. The revetment will extend from the river
channel up to the Leominster Connector. It will consist of
compacted granular fill overlain with six inches of crushed
stone on the upper bank and 12 inches of gravel bedding overlain
with 24 inches of stone protection on the lowver bank. Permanent
relocation of the river channel will be required. Excavation of
the new channel will start at the downstream end of the project
on the northern streambank. Excavated material will be used to
breach the present North Nashua River at the upstream end on the
southern riverbank. Approximately 5,000-7,000 cubic yards of
granular £ill, 1200 of which will be placed in the present river
channel, will be required to construct the project. The stone
revetment will extend from approximately five feet near the ends
to 40 feet at the midpoint into the river channel.

CONCURRENCE: Booa Svevn Dsrmo

&?i‘ 1, 1969 éf"‘ VACERIE A Ta.6laLe
Eries .

EALLG 1Y WREL Ttk
oy Sro3ALRUSETTS
| g iU DOMMISEION
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A temporary access road has been constructed parallel to the
Leominster Connector upstream of the project. The Massachusetts
Department of Public Works (DPW) has already constructed this
access road as part of the temporary emergency stabilization
procedures they have developed at this site. The area of
erosion (see enclosed photographs) has been graded and gravel
£ill has been placed from the edge of the roadway to & concrete
biock wall that has been erected along the water’s edge.

This area was studied as part of a project in 1977 which
invelved relocation of a portion of the North Nashua River due
to the construction of a highway interchange between Interstate
I-1%0, whlch was currently under constructzon and Rte. 2, and

Prepared by Unxversal Englneerlnq COrporation,.Bostpn, 1977.}.
The interchange is known as the leominster Connector. The drea
presently being considered is directly upstream of the relocated
channel. 8ince 1977, the southern streambank in this area has
undergone severe erosion and as much as ten feet of the bank has
washed away. The current streambank abuts the £ill for the
Leominster Connector (Figure 3). This area has no
archaeologlcal potential. In addition to the effects of
erosion, the sonthern streambank has been modified by
construction of the highway and the temporary £ill and concrete
wall which has been erected by the DPW. ' Therefore, any sites
which may have been present would have been disturbed or
destroyed by the combined effects of all of these activities.

The northern streambank was also studied as it was included
in the right-of-way for the highway project. According to the
report, this area was referred to as the Stripped Flood Plain.
"This area has been stripped of topsoil, and it consists of a
sparsely vegetated and highly eroded terrain. During flood
periods the water inundates this area, and the river assumes a
straight flow across the flood plain® (see Figures 4, 5, and
6). "The topsoil was removed from this area approximately ten
years ago and used for agriculture. Floodwaters have removed
fine particles from the remaining subsoil and left & rolling
sand and gravel terrain® (p. A-27). Mitigation measures for the
northern streambank created a wetland habitat by excavating sand
and gravel deposits and stabilizing the riparian habitat. Any
archaeological sites which may have been present would have been
destroyed by these land modifications.




United States Department of the Interior

FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE
400 RALPH PILL MARKETPLACE
22 BRIDGE STREET
CONCORD, NEW HAMPSHIRE 08301-4%0]

Joseph L. Ignazio June 22, 1989
Chief, Plamning Division
Army Corps of Engineers
New England Division
424 Trapelo Road
Waltham, Mass 02254

Dear Mr. Ignazio:

This is in response to your letter of May 17, 1989, reguesting cur camments on
the proposed Section 14 emergency streambank protection project on the North
Nashua River in Ieominster, Massachusetts. We provided information on
thxeatenedardendmwgeredspecmsmthepmjectaraammrletteromewe
7, 1989. The following comments are provided pursuant to the Fish and
Wildlife Crordination Act, as amended (16 U.S.C. 661 et seq.)

Two streambank protection alternatives are being considered for the 400-500
foot section of eroding streambank. One involves construction of a stone
revetment that would encrvach up to 40 feet into the river channel. The other
is a gabion wall that would encroach up to 10 feet into the channel.

With the exception of exposed soils at the erovsion site, the river barnks
support a variety of vegetation types that provide cover for fish and
wildlife. Willow, aspen, birch and sumac are some of the more common species
adjaoent to the erosion site. Other species in the vicinity include red-
osier dogwood, box elder, red maple, Japanese knotweed, reed canary grass,
and smartweed.

The Massachusetts &partmnt of Fisheries and Wildlife reports there is a
wvarmwater fishery in the river segment affected by the pruject. Smc:.es
include bass, pickerel, fallfish, suckers, and bullhead. Substrate in the
river bed is mixed gravel and sand. The raver corridog provides habitat fur &
variety of wildlife including reptiles and amphibians, small mammals, white-
tailed deer, and birds. Among the species seen during ocur June 15, 1989, site
inspection were: cottomtail, grey squirrel, bank swallow, spotted sandpiper,
great blue heron and kingfisher. Bank swallow nest burrows were visible in
the eroding river bank at the project site.

Of the two protection alternatives proposed, both would have similar impacts
to the riverbank, Mulethegabmnstmcwrem;ld result in less disturbance
to the river charmel. The minor charmnel realigrnment associated with the
revetment should not cause significant habitat mpacts since there is
sufficient area within the floodplain to accommodate a minor channel shift.
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We feel, therefore, that the proposed emergency streambank
protection project is unlikely to have an effect upon any
structure or site of historic, architectural or archaeological
significance as defined by the Natural Historic Preservation Act
of 1966, as amended. We would appreciate your concurrence. If
you have any questions, feel free to contact Ms. Kate Atwood, of
my staff, at (617)-647-8796.

Sincerely,

Enclosure

NN




United States Department of the Interior

FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE
400 RALPH PILL MARKETPLACE
22 BRIDGE STREET
CONCORD, NEW HAMPSHIRE 03301-4901

Joseph Ignazio, Chief June 7, 1989
Planning Division
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers

424 Trapelo Road
Waltham, Massachusetts 02254

ATIN: Impact Analysis Branch
Dear Mr. Ignazio:

This responds to your letter dated May 17, 1989, for information on the
presence of Federally listed and proposed endangered or threatened species in
accordance with your proposed Section 14 Emergency Streambank Protection
Project in lecminster, Massachusetts.

No Federally listed or proposed threatened and endangered species under our
jurisdiction are known to occur within the immediate area of the project, with
the exception of occasional transient individuals. However, several
populations of the small whorled pogonia (Isotria medeoloides) have been
documented in Worcester County. We recammend that you contact Jay Copeland of
the Massachusetts Natural Heritage Program, 100 Cambridge Street, Boston,
Massachusetts 02202, at 617-727-9194, for further information on the small
whorled pogonia and state listed species. Your letter did not provide us with
sufficient information to determine whether the proposed project area is
suitable habitat likely to have a population of small whorled pogonia. We
mccmmenithatymsurveytheamalfthehabltatmsanewhatopenmxed
hardwood forest (beach, birch and maple) or-mixed deciduous forest (beech,
oak, ard hemlock). Jay Copeland should be able to assist you. Should the
small whorled pogonia be found on the project site, you will need to contact
our office for further consultation. If not, no Biological Assessment or
further consultation is required with us under Section 7 of the Endangered
Species Act. Should project plans change, or additional information on listed
or proposed species becames available, this determination may be reconsidered.

This response relates only to endangered species under our jurisdiction. It
does not addréss other legislation or cur responsibilities under the Fish ard
Wildlife Coordination Act.




Qo

,Ourpnmxycmmxnsmththepmposedpmjectmavoidarmofdwrstream
water qual:.ty and acuatic habitat impacts from construction, and

enhancement of the site followirg construction through vegetative
plantings. chr 1etter indicated that the proposed work would be performed
during the low ﬂwparlodandmattheworksxtemdbedewateredbya
cofferdan. Inpacts downstream water quality should be minimized through
the use of best management practices such as silt fencing, sediment traps,
and care during the placanant and removal of temporary f£ill.

We recamemmatfollwux;mtmctim, all disturbed areas be seeded and
mulched to prevent surficial ercsion. In addition to planting grasses/clover
to control erosion, wexmﬁthatlowgrwugs&mxbsm@asmllowor
dogwood be planted on the bank to provide shade and cover. Reestablishment of
treearﬂsmubcwermmeu;perpartlmofthebankismportmttopmvme
a buffer between the river corridor and adjacent roadway. We also recomnend
backfilling with topsoil that portion of stone armoring not subject to
flooding, and planting vegetative ground cover. Restoration and revegetation
of the temporary access road should also be performed following construction.

A final concemrmn irvolves the loss of bank swallow nests at the project site.
Since the taking of migratory birds, eggs, ormstsxspmbltedwﬂerthe
Migratory Bird Treaty Act (16 U.S.C. 703-711), project construction must be
scheduled to avoid the nesting period. Bank swallows usually return to New
England beginning in mid-April and begin nest construction by the first week
of May. Wewoulde;@ectyo:mgoftheyeartobefledgedbytheaxﬁofJuly
Construction at the bank ervsion site should therefore be scheduled to occur
between August 1 and April 30 to avoid the nesting period.

We appreciate the opportunity to cament on this project. Please contact Mike
Tehan at (603) 225-1411 if there are any guestions.

Sincerely yours,




. A list of Federally designated endangered and threatened species in
Massachusetts is inclosed for your information. Thank you for your
cooperation and please contact Susi von Oettirgen of this office at 603-225-
1411 if we can be of further assistance.

Inclosure Gordon E. Beckett
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¢ Except for sea turtle nesting habitat, principal responsiblity for these

species is vested with the National Marine Fisheries. Service
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¥ Massachusetts
* Natural Heritage
2 Program

May 26, 1989

Planning Division
Impact Analysis Branch
Department of the ARMY
Corre of Engineers

424 Trapelo Road
Waltham, MA 02254

RE: Leominster, MA; Streambank Protection Project.

Dear Sir or Madam:

Thank you for contacting the Natural Heri{tage and Endangered Species
Program for assistance in completing sections III1.C.]1 and 1{1.C.2 of the
Environmental Notification Form concerning the potential adverse ecological
effects of the above project. Based on our review of the project, we
recommend the following responses be included in the E.N.F.

ni.c.i.: At this time, the Natural Heritage and Endangered
Species Program is not aware of any rare or endangered species
of animal which may be significantly affected by the project.

I11.C.2. At this time, the Natural Heritage and Endangered
Species Program is not aware of any rare or endangered species
of plant or any ecologically significant natural plant community
which may be significantly affected by the project.

Please note that the Natural Heritage and Endangered Species Program does
not routinely maintain occurrence or inventory records for fisheries,
wildlife, or vegetation that are not rare or endangered, Therefore the
above responses rmay not be sufficient to complete the E.N.F. The project
may significantly affect fisheries, wildlife, or vegetation that are not rare
or endangered if the project will alter currently undeveloped lands,
wetlands, waterways, or other areas that support these resources.

If your project plans change, or if additional inventory and research
results in an update of our database, this evaluation may require
reconsideration. Please contact me if vou have any gquestions.

Sincereiy,

Jay Copeland
v Environmental Reviewer

JC/je

cc town file, chrono file

Division of Fisheries and Wildlife 100 Cambridge Street, Boston, Mass 02202 (617) 727-9104,-3151



May 17, 1989

Planning Divisioen
Impact Analysis Branch

Mr. Gordon E. Beckett, Supervisor

U.S. Department of the Interior

Fish and Wildlife SBervice )

Ecological Services

22 Bridge Street, Ralph Pill Bldg., 4th Floor
Concord, New Hampshire §3301

Deayr Mr. Beckett:

We are proposing to conduct & Section 14 , Emergency
Streambank Protection Project, &long a section of the North
Nashua River in Leominster, Massachusetts. The purpose of
this letter is to request your comments on the proposed
project, pursuant to the Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act
of 1958, as amended. An Environmental Assessment for the
proposed work is currently being prepared. A Water Quality
Certificate and 404(b) (1) Evaluation will also be required
for the proposed work. A location map and the proposed
design plan alternatives are enclosed to aid you in your
work.

Significant riverbenk erosion is cccurring along
approximately 400 feet of the North Nashua River,
threatening the Leominster Connector. The erosion is being
caused by high water velocities removing fine-grained soils
from the bank,

There are two alternatives proposed for the
stabilization of the riverbank. Alternative 1 involves the
placement of 400-500 linear feet of stone revetment (see
enclosed sketch no.6). The stone revetment would encroach
the existing river channel approximately 0-40 feet (0 feet
at the upstream and downstream areas of the work site, and
40 feet towards the middle of the work site}. A temporary
channel would be constructed (by use of a cofferdam) while
the work is being performed in order to divert the water
away from the work site. A temporary access road would be
constructed parallel to the Leominster Connector upstrean
of the proposed project.
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Alternative 2 involves the placement of approximately
450 linear feet of gabion wall (see enclosed gketch no.7)
along the riverbank. The gabion wall would encroach the
river channel approximately 0-10 feet. Approximately 450
cublie yards of the existing channel would be excavated in
order to place the gabion wall.

Construction is projected to occur during the summer of
1990 {(low flow period). Proper erosion control measures
{i.e. s8ilt fencing) would be implemented throughout
construction. The work ies expected to take about .2 months
to complete.

Ms. Rerrin Dame, of the Impact Analysis Branch, and Mr.
David Larsen, the project manager, will be econducting a
coordinated on-gite meeting with interested natural
resource agencies on Thursday June 1, 198% at 10:00 AM.

The purpose of this meeting is to explain the proposed
project and to elicit agency concerns and suggestions.
Your agency's participation at this meeting would be
appreciated.

If you require any further information please contact
Ms. Kerrin Dame of the Impact Analysis Branch at (617)

647-8536.
Sincerely,
Enclosure Joseph L. Ignazio
Chief, Planning Division
ec:
—Dane

Mr. Larsen

¥Mr. Hubbard

Mr. Pronovost
IABR Files

Pilng. Div. Piles
Reading Pile



May 17, 1989

Planning Divigion
Impact Analysis Branch

Mr. Douglas A. Thompson

Chief, Wetlands Protection Section
U.5. Environmental Protection Agency
Region 1

J.F.K. Federal Building

Boston, Massachusetts 02203

Dear Mr. Thompson:

We are proposing to conduct a Section 14 , Emergency
Streambank Protection Project, along & section of the North
Nashua River in Leominster, Massachusetts. The purpose of
this letter is to request your comments on the proposed
project. An Environmental Assessment for the proposed work
is currently being prepared. A Water Quality Certificate
and 404(b) (1) Evaluation will also be required for the
proposed work. A location map and the proposed design plan
alternatives are enclosed to aid you in your work.

Significant riverbank erosion is occurring along
approximately 400 feet of the North Nashua River,
threatening the Leominster Connector. The erosion is being
caused by high water velocities removing fine-grained soils
from the bank.

There are two alternatives proposed for the
stabilization of the riverbank. Alternative 1 involves the
placement of 400-500 linear feet of stone revetment (see
enclosed sketch ne.6). The stone revetment would encroach
the existing river channel approximately 0-40 feet (0 feet
at the upstream and downstream areas of the work site, and
40 feet towards the middle of the work site}. A temporary
channel would be constructed (by use of a cofferdam) while
the work is being performed in order to divert the water
away from the work site. A temporary access road would be
constructed parallel to the Leominster Connector upstream
of the proposed project.
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Alternative 2 involves the placement of approximately
450 linear feet of gabion wall (see enclosed sketch no.7)
@along the riverbank. The gabion wall would encroach the
river channel epproximately 0-10 feet. Approximately 450
eubic yards of the existing channel would be excavated in
order to place the gabion wall.

Construction is projected to occur during the summer of
1990 (low flow period). Proper erosion control measures
{i.e. 8ilt fencing) would be implemented throughout
eonstruction. The work is expected to take about 3 months
to complete.

Ms. Kerrin Dame, of the Impact Analysis Branch, and Mr.
pavid Larsen, the project manager, will be conducting &
coordinated on-gsite meeting with interested natural
resource agencies on Thursday, June 1, 1989 at 10:00 AM.
The purpose of this meeting is to explain the proposed
project and teo elicit agency concerns and suggestions.

Your agency‘'s participation at this meeting would be
appreciated.

If you require any further information please ceontact
Ms. Kerrin Dame of the Impact Analysis Branch st (617)
647-8536.

Sincerely,

Enclosure ‘ Joseph L. Ignazio
Chief, Planning Division

e

8. Dane
Mr. Larsen
Mr. Hubbard
Mr. Pronovost
IAB Files
Plng Div Pile
Reading File




May 17, 1989

Planning Division
Impact Analysis Branch

Mr. Jay Copeland

Massachusetts Natural Heritage Program

Division of Fish and Wildlife

100 Cambridge Street

Boston, Massachusetts 02202 . .

Dear Mr. Copeland:

We are proposing to conduct & Section 14 , Emergency Streambank
Protection Project, along a section of the North Nashua River in
Leominster, Massachusetts. The purpose of this letter is to request
8 list of State endangered and threatened species for the project
area, pursuant to the Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act, as amended.
An Environmental Assessment for the proposed work is currently being
prepared. A Water Quality Certificate and 404(b) (1) Evaluation will
s8lso be required for the proposed work. A location map and the
proposed design plan alternatives are enclosed to aid you in your
work.

Significant riverbank erosion is occurring along approximately
400 feet of the North Nashua River, threatening the Leominster
Connector. The erosion is being caused by high water velocities
removing fine-grained soils from the bank,

There are two alternatives proposed for the stabilization of the
riverbank. Alternative 1 involves the placement of 400-500 linear:
feet of stone revetment {see enclosed sketch no.6). The stone
revetment would encroach the existing river channel approximately
0-40 feet (0 feet at the upstream and downstream areas of the work
site, and 40 feet towards the middle of the work site). A temporary
channel would be constructed (by use of a cofferdam) while the work
is being performed in order to divert the water away from the work
site. A temporary access road would be constructed paraliel to the
Leominster Connector upstream of the proposed project.
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Alternative 2 involves the placement of approximately 450 linear
feet of gabion wall (see enclosed sketch mo.7) along the riverbank.
The gabion wall would encroach the river channel approximately 0-10
feet. Approximately 450 cubiec yards of the existing channel would be
excavated in order to place the gabion wall.

Construction is projected to occur during the summer of 1990 (low
flow period). Proper erosion control measures (i.e. gilt fencing)
would be implemented throughout construction. The work is expected
to take about 3 months to complete.

Me. Kerrin Dame, of the Impact Analysis Branch, and Mr. David
L.arsen, the project manager, will be ccnducting a coordinated on-site
meeting with interested natural resource agencies ¢on Thursday, Junc
1, 1989 at 10:00 AM. The purpose of this meeting is to explain th¢
proposed project and to elicit agency concerns and suggestions. Your
agency's participation at this meeting would be apprecisted.

Ig yéu require any further information please contact Ms. Kerrin
Dame of the Impact Analysis Branch at (617) 647-8536.

Sincerely,

Enclosure Joseph L. Ignazio
Chief, Planning Division

ees
A;,Mﬁfzbame
Mr. Larsen
Mr. Hubbard
Mr. Pronovost
IAB Piles

Plng Div Pile
Reading File



May 17, 1989

Planning Division
Impact Analysis Branch

Mr. Wayne MacCallum, Director
Division of Fisheries and Wildlife
100 Cambridge Street

Boston, Massachusetts 02202

Desr Mr. MacCallum:

We are proposing to conduct a Section 14 , Emergency
Streambank Protection Project, along a section of the North
Nashua River in Leominster, Massachusetts. The purpose of
this letter is to request your comments on the proposed
project. An Environmental Assessment for the proposed work
is currently being prepared. A Water Quality Certificate
and 404 (b) (1) Evaluation will also be required for the
proposed work. A location map and the proposed design plan
alternatives are enclosed to aid you in your work.

Significant riverbank erosion is eccurring along
approximately 400 feet of the North Nashua River,
threatening the Leominster Connector. The ercosion is being
caused by high water velocities removing fine-grained soils
from the bank.

There are two alternatives proposed for the
gtabilization of the riverbank. Alternative 1 involvez the
placement of 400-500 linear feet of stone revetment (see
enclosed sketch no.6). The stone revetment would encroach
the existing river channel approximately 0-40 feet (0 feet
at the upstream and downstream areas of the work site, and
80 feet towards the middle of the work site). A temporary
channel would be constructed (by use of a cofferdam) while
the work is being performed in order to divert the water
away from the work site. A temporary access road would be
constructed parallel to the Leominster Connector upstream
of the proposed project.
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Alternative 2 involves the placement of approximately
450 linear feet of gabion wall (see enclosed sketch no.7)
ealong the riverbank. The gabion wall would encroach the
giver channel approximately 0-10 feet. Approximately 450
eubic yards of the existing channel would be excavated in
order to place the gabion wall.

Construction is projected to occur during the summer of
1990 (low flow period). Proper erosion control measures
{(i.e. 8ilt fencing) would be implemented throughout
construction. The work is expected to take about 3 months
to complete.

Ms. Kerrin Dame, of the Impact Analysis Branch, and Mr.
PDavid Larsen, the project manager, will be conducting a
coordinated on-site meeting with interested natural
resource agencies on Thursday, June 1, 1989 at 10:00 AM.
The purpose of this meeting is to explain the proposed
project and to elicit agency concerns and suggestions.

Your agency's participation at this meeting would be
appreciated.

If you require any further information please contact
Ms. Rerrin Dame of the Impact Analysis Branch at {(617)
647-8536. -

Sincerely.

Enclosure : Joseph L. Ignazio
Chief, Planning Division

u

ef: Mr. Richard Horgan
Department of Public Works
10 Park Plaza, 6th Floor
Boston, Massachusetts 03116

Ms. Dame

Mr. Larsen
Mr. Hubbard
Mr. Pronovost
IAB Piles
Plng Div File
Reading File




May 17, 1989

Planning Division
Impact Anslysis Branch

Mr. Daniel Greenbaum, Commissioner

Pepartment of Environmental Quality Engineering
One Wintey Street

Bogton, Massachusett¢ts 02129

Dear Mr. Greenbaum:

The purpose of this letter is to inform your office
that the Corps of Engineers, New England Divigion, is
proposing to conduct a Section 14 , Emergency Streambank
Protection Project, elong & section of the North Nashua
River in Leominster, Massachusetts. An Environmental
Assessment for the proposed work is currently being
prepared. A Water Quality Certificate and 404 (b) (1)
Evaluation will also be required for the proposed work. &
jocation map and the proposed design plan alternatives are
enclosed to aid you in your work.

Significant riverbank erosion is occurring elong
approximately 400 feet of the North Nashua River,
threatening the Leominster Connector. The erosion is being
caused by high water velocities removing fine-grained soils
from the bank.

There are two alternatives proposed for the
gtabilization of the riverbank. Alternative 1 involves the
placement of 400-500 linear feet of stone revetment (see
enclosed sketch no.6). The stone revetment would encroach
the existing river channel approximately 0-40 feet (0 feet
2t the upstream and downstream areas of the work site, and
40 feet towards the middle of the work site}. A temporary
channel would be constructed (by use of a cofferdam) while
the work is being performed in order to divert the water
away from the work site. A temporary access road would be
constructed parallel to the Leominster Connector upstrean
of the proposed project.
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Alternative 2 involves the placement of approximately
450 linear feet of gabion wall (see enclosed sketch no.7)
along the riverbank. The gabion wall would encroach the
river channel approximately 0-10 feet. Approximately 450
eubic yards of the existing channel would be excavated in
order to place the gabion wall.

Construction is projected to occur during the summer of
1990 {(low flow perieod). Proper erosion control measures
{i.e. 8ilt fencing) would be implemented throughout
construction. The work is expected to take about 3 months
to complete.

Ms. Kerrin Dame, of the Impact Analysis Branch, and Mr.
David Larsen, the project manager, will be conducting a
coordinated on-site meeting with interested natural
resource agencies on Thursday, June 1, 1989 at 10:00 AM.
The purpose of this meeting is to explain the proposed
project and to elicit agency concerns and suggestions.

Your agency's participation at this meeting would be
appreciated.

If you require any further information please contact
Ms. Kerrin Dame of the Impact Analysis Branch at (617)
647-8536.

Sincerely,

Enclosure Joseph L. Ignazie
Chief, Planning Divisien

ef: Mr. Cornelius O'Leary, Acting Director
Division of Water Pollution Control
pepartment of Environmental Quality Engineering
One Winter Street
oston, Massachusetts 03108

egs

8. Dame
Mr. Larsen
Mr. Hubbard
Mr. Pronovest
IAB Piles
Pilng Div File
Reading File
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Planaing Divisien
dspact Anslyeis Brasch

#iz. Joha P, DeVillars, Becretary
gxecutive Qffice of Baviroaxental 4ffairs
900 Cambridge 8treet

Boston, Bassachusetts £2202

Pear Hr, DeVillars:

ZThe perpose of this letter (s ¢o lanfozru your office that ¢the
Corps of Engineers, kew England Division, is proposing te
eonduct @ Pection 14, Erergency Streasmbank Protection Project,
along & section of the Morth Hagshua River ip Leowinster,
Hassachusetts., A&n Environsental Assessment for the proposed
work i3 currently being prepered. A Weter Quality Certificste
end 404(b)(1) Bveluvation will s8lso be required for the proposed
work., A location map and the proposed desigs plaa alternatives
are enclosed to ald you {a your work.

Significant rviverback erosion 88 occurrinc aleong
eprrouizately 400 feet of the Morth Nashua River, threatenisg
the Leominster Comnector. T.e ercsion i{s beling caused by high
water velocities Temcving fipe-¢crained solls from the benk.

There are two alternstives proposed for the stabilization ef
¢he riverbank, Alternative { fnvolves the placenont of 400-500
lincar fect of stone revetusant (see enclosed sketeh mo.6). The
stone revetment would eacroach the existing river chanmel
approkirately 0-40 feet {({ feet &t the wpstream and dewnstreanm
arcas of the work site, and 40 feet towards the middle of the
work site). & texporary channel wosld be constructed (by use of
a cofferdax} while the work is befing performed in erder te
divert the water awsy froa the work site. & temporary access
road would be constructed parallel to the Leocinster Connector
gpstrear ¢f the propaesaed project,
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hlternative 3 favolves the placemant ©f approzimately
450 linear feet of gabion wall {(eec enclesad gheteh BO.T)
along che riverbank. %ne gablon wall would encreach the
giver channel approzimpstely 6-10 feet. Approximately 450
eubic yards of the existiang channel would bs excavated ia
erder to place the gavien wall,

Construction i3 preiected ¢o eccur during the svamer ef
920 (Jov flow peried). Proper ercosion control measures
{i.e. 8ilit fencing) would be iaplemented throughout
eonstructioa. Tne work {8 expected ¢o take about 3 mosths
to ¢complete.

#s. Kerrin Dace, ©f the Impact Analysis Bramch, and sy,
David Larsen, the project mamayer, will be eonductiag a
eoorcinated on-site meeting with interested matural
resource sgencies op Thursday, June 1, 91985 at 10¢00 &N,
the purpose of this meeting is ¢to explain the prepossd
project and to elicit mgency concerns and scgsestioas,

Your agency’s perticipation &t this meeting wounld be
ajppreciated, '

If you gecuire any further information please centact
#e. Berrin Dane of the Izject Analysis Braoch at (6317)

$47-8536. - :

Bincerely,
Eanclosgure Joseph L. Ignazio

Chief, Planning Divigieon
ece

Kg, Dame-1138

Kr., larsen-114¢n
Br, Bubbhard-113R
Br. Pronovost-1930
IAB Pilles

Ping Div Plle
Beading Plle






Project benefits are based on preventable damages. Under the without
project condition recurring costs for emergency slope repair, road repairs,
emergency traffic comtrols, traffic detours, and post-construction monitoring
would be experienced every 4 years. These costs are estimated to be $179,000
as shown in Table A-1.

Benefit estimates reflect costs associated with rebuilding of the
temporary work, as well as restoration of the roadway to service in the event
of its failure.

Preventable Damages Estimated Temporary
Item Repair Cost
Temporary Slope Repair $ 55,000
Road Repair 4,800
Emergency Traffic Cortrol & Police Details 11,800
Traffic Detours 101,400
Post Construction Monitoring of Repair 6,000
by Survey Crew
Total Preventable Damages $179,000

Anrmual Benefits

Temporary Slope Repair and Associated Cost
(based on a 4 year recurrence interval)

Replacement Presert Capital Rec.

Year Cost Worth 1S Factor 25 Anmual Cost

4 $179,000 . 71168 . 10077 $12,837

8 " . 50649 b 9,136

12 W .36046 o 6,502

16 " . 25653 ¥ 4,627

20 w .18257 " 3,293

24 " . 12993 " 2,343

TOTAL $38,783

Benefit to Cost Ratio SAY $39,000

The first cost of the proposed project is itemized in Part III Section 2
(TABLE 3).

The total anmual cost is given as $23,800.

The benefit to cost ratio is $39,000/$23,800; approx. 1.6 to 1.






APPENDIX B ~ PUBLIC CORRESPONDENCE RECORD

excludi thoge it that have in Environmental Assessment

CONTENTS :

Item 1, Letter to Corps of Engineers from Lecminster City Clerk’s Office

Item

Ttem

Ttem

Item

Item

Item

Item

Ttem

2,

3,

dated 1-11-89

letter to Massachusetts Department of Public Works from Corps of
Engineers dated 2-27-89

lLetter to Corps of Engineers from Massachusetts Department of Public
Works dated 3-9~-89

Letter to Corps of Engineers from Massachusetts Department of Public
Works dated 3-21-89

letter to Massachusetts Department of Public Works from City of
Leominster dated 3-31-89

Letter to Corps of Engineers from Massachusetts Department of Public
Works dated 4-~5-89

letter to Massachusetts Department of Public Works from Corps of
Engineers dated 9-12~89

Letter to Corps of Engineers from Massachusetts Department of Public
Works dated 11-22-89

letter to Corps of Engineers from Massachusetts Department of Public
Works dated 3-26-90

NS




OFFICE OF CITY CLERK

23 WEST STREET
LEOMINSTER, MASS 014353

= TELEPHONE
~DREY J. JOHNSON 508-334-733%

January 11, 1989

Department of the Army

New England Director Corps of Engineers
424 Trapelo Road

Waltham, MA - 02154

Dear Sir:

At the regulsr meeting of the City Council, Januafy 9,’1989, the
following petition was referred to the Army Corps of Engineers for advice
and guidance.

4-'89 Alfred R. Brassard, Ward 2 Councillor: Have a full investiga-
tion on the erosion of the Nashua River bank at the Leominster
Connector and Nashua Street. It looks like we are losing about
three feet a year. We should notify the State D.P.W., D.E.Q.E.,
Leominster D.P.W., Nashua River Watershed Association, City
Property and Legal Affairs Committee, Building Inspector, Board
of Health, City Solicitor John J. Curley,IlI, and the Army
Corps of Engineers for advice and guidance.

The City Council would eppreciate your help in resolving this problem.

Sincerely,

Qatncy . Yoo

Audrey J. Johnson
City Clerk

AJJ/bd
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LEOM. CONN, & NASHUA ST, RIVER & FENCE.




LEOM. CONN. & NASHUA ST. FENCE 1S LOCATED 12' FROM ROAD.



Paberasry 27, 1969

Plasning Bivisiea
Plen Pormslatiea Bremeh

Hs. Bllse BiCevonims

éseeclate Commiseioner

Haseachusetts Department of Public Yerks
0 Park Placs

Boston, Hessachmeetts G216

Bear %Ws. DiCeronlmo:

In response to & telephons reguast free Hr. Jeha Plasecszay of yeur
Departmeat of Public Yerke staff, T bhave eoclosed [aformatiecn velative te eur
recent laspection of eresice coadltions slong the Bashus River ia Leemineter,
Heosechusatts aad g copy of eur estimsted implementatiocn schedule.

The estimated gchedule in based on 2 generel time freme which somnld
elther be shorter sr longer depending es factors Buch 88 waksows
esviroonental cossiderations and identificstion of ghe legally empowered aad
finsnclially capable locval spomaser.

¢ you have furtber guestions sa thia matter please centert Mr. Daevid
Lareen at (617}647-8113,

Binceraely,

Encis Jeseph L. Igmasie
€hief, Plasaing Divisiea

€¥%; Kr, Joun Plasecsaey
Hees. BPY = Roou €340
310 Park Plsze
Boston, HMA 02116
Hr. David Larsen
Plenning Div. Files
Reading Files
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SCHEDULE FOR COWPLETIONM

SECTION 14 STUDY - LEOMIMSTER. RA.

Initial Field RecoOnNai 8BANCE.cocconsccosnasessassoasnnscoand February

Geotechnical Field ReconnaisBanC®..oconcancocsasncoasasssal

Anticipated Comnletion of Design, Estieating & Econoeics..

Coapletion of Environmental Coordination..cenvescacaensess

Receipt of Letter of Intent for Mon-Federal Cost Sharing..

Buhsission of Reconnaissance Report to Hashingtof..caccese

ﬁpprﬂv&l ﬂ'f Repart--.oaooanooa-noouatnbuuuooaoulneucnnsoua

Initiate Plans & SpecificationS.ccsuccssscsccnsocsascssasce

xnitiate ConstYUCtiuﬂ-a-.-oasaeoon-nooccaooouoaoooloeauaao

Harch

Hav

June

dJulv

August

Sept.

Detober

fpril

1989

1989

1989

1989

1989

1989

1989

1989

1990
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REPERENCE OR OBBICE HVMBOL BBIEEY
CENED=-PL-P Teip Repore: MHeeting with local, City, Btste
efficiasls -~ Leominster, MA
T BATE €27 9
Commander Frencis €. Fung, PDS 36 Pebruary 1989
Thru: Channels Pung /pan/7381

8. Date of Trip: PFebruary 9, 1989

2. Bpomsored by: City of Leominster, MA

$. Priscipal Participsnts: Audrey Jobmsen - City €Clerk
Yayoe M. Doucet -~ City P¥ Director
John Galli - MDPY, Dist. 3
Ellen DiCGeronimo ~ MDPW, Associste Commissionmer
Joseph DiPrima ~ local vesident
Bick Turner = local vesident
F. William Swaine -~ HED
Bavid Larseas - HED
Prancis Feng ~ WED

&4, Beport: 4t the request of the Leominmster eity officials {letter dated
January 11, 1989), we met with the local and Stete participsnts st the City
Ball. Mr. YWayne M. Doucet, Director of Public Works, City of Leominmster,
expleined to ue that there is a serious erosion problem en the Forth Hashus
River along the slope adjacent to the Leomjinster Combector. #r. Joha Calli
from the Massachusetts Department of Public Works (MDPW) provided ws & map
{see ettachment) which was prepared about 1985 to shov the detsils gand
eontour layout for the Leominster Connector and relocated Washua Street. WYe
explained the Bection 14 proceedure, schedules and cost sharing requirements.

We then inspected the erosion site. - The slope is above 1 ¢o ] inm
gradient and there are Bo erosion protection measures at s8ll. Approzimately
14 to 20 feet from the guard veil, soils sre eroding vapidly. The eroded
slope is asbout 400 feet long along Horth Washues River amd 25-30 feet bhigh r
(see attached photos). In general, & significant porticn of the slope bas
nov become exposed locse gravel., HMr., Doucet pointed out thet visible ercsion
bad begun soon after completion of the Leominster Commnector comstruction
(Cires 1981). If the erosiom econtinues & portion of the highway may be
wndermined, There will be treffic flow problems im this ares becsuse the
Leominster Connector is the major arterial go rosdvway Route 2, I-190 end the
Searstown Kall,

State officials bad met the previocus day and determined that the voad
¢ould remein open for wow, but that some remedial sction should gake place in
the nesr future. WYWe recommended that the MDPY make @ determination regarding
the present condition of the slope. If an emergeney conditiomn is declared,
we would recommend that the Btate make temporsry repairs pendimg completien
of the Pederal project study.

v s 1987 0 191-043
:Sg“ 2495 PREVIOUS EDITIONE WILL BE UBED GPO 8 9



e aleo met with residents of River 8treet im Lecmimster, Mr. Jeseph
DiPrimas and Mr. Rick Turner who had comcerns 6B erosion of their private
properties. After the site imepectisn, we gold them thaet there axe o
FPedersl programe or funds to sseist them with protectiem of their private
properties. Bowever, we did advise them that we eould provide techsical
sdvice end guidance in comtrolling their erosiom problems. WYe subsequently
sent thes info emn riverbank staebilization and the Corps permit process.

8. Import/impact om HED: Erosion damege to the embankment mesr the
Lecminster Connector is eviticsl escugh ¢o werramt further Corps stwdy. We
will determine if there is sufficlient economic jusetification to protect the -
highway wader the Bectiom 14 suthority. At the present time ¢his location is
@ bigh priority item for ¢he Hass DPY which may requize 8tate sction before
Corps construction can Be rocommended or funded.

Bubsequent ¢o the meeting, Mr. John Pisseczny of the Mass DPY ecglled
Mr. Bweine to request that a copy of this report spd information regerding
Corps implementation schedule be sent to Ms. DiGeremimo. We will do this end
¢oordinate further findimgs wicth Mr. Piaseczay.

fkmn&?s Ce é?

Francis C. Fung
Project Development Section

hAttachments
ee: HMr. Larsen
Mr. Swaine
Hr. Pung
Plganing Div, Piles




D et
. 0 RS “/
Cap ﬂ‘wa ‘,’ .
- ‘“",W ‘m‘ 4,4 St
Q r} (Lo 4 yy Ts a N ,& B ‘
| Pl

§

‘ )NQ‘
-4 Fex MM s :
- - : Y
. .%. : %
X 5 |
> N 1X
o _o8° Q
'Y ':.OQL 2
- % "~

' - SRR W Jg
. oo o b

: .
¢ ':.- ® . ; . X | q
- T % =

' : -

kA1 o %

.
e 420 LBV




Jew ﬁamé %ja Jo«fan 08746 -39758

March 9, 1989

Mr. F. William Swaine
Department of the Army
Corps of Engineers

424 Trapelo Road
Waltham, MA 02154

Dear Bill,

Please forgive the delay in getting the current traffic
count for Mechanic Street in Lecminster in the area of the
erosion problem.

I am enclosing a page from the Leominster Searstown Signal
Design that shows the count. Charles Sterling from our Traffic
Section (617-973-7362) will be available to provide any
additional information that you might need for your study.

Thank you for sending me the report that you have done on
the erosion problem. We look forward to working with you to come
up with an appropriate solution.

Sincerely,

/Ellen M. DiGeronimo
Asspciate Commissioner

cc: Charles Sterling
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March 21, 1989

Joseph L. Ignazio

Chief, Planning Division

Army Corps of Engineers

New England Division

424 Trapelo Road

Waltham, Massachusetts 02254-9149%

SUBJECT: LEOMINSTER - Scour of Embankment along the Leominster
Connector near Nashua Street.

Dear Mr. Ignazio:

At the request of the city of Leominster, the Department and
the Army Corps of Engineers have investigated the erosion of the
Westbound roadway embankment along the Leominster Connector near
the intersection of Nashua Street.

As previously discussed with your staff, this section of the
North Nashua River was to be realigned under the original
Construction Contract of I-190. However, due to environmental
concerns the Department was instructed to abandon this proposal.
As a result the embankment now has dangerously eroded to within
15' of the Westbound roadway.

In order to progress in unison without duplicating work
efforts, & joint meeting between the City, Department and Corps
personnel is requested.

A meeting is scheduled for Thursday, March 30, 1989 at 10:00
A.M. at the following location: .

The Commonwealth of Massachusetts
Transportation Bulilding
Department of Public Works
10 Park Plaza
Boston, Massachusetts
6th Floor, Room 6252 - Highway Design Conference Room



(2)

LEOMINSTER - Scour of Embankment along the Leominster
Connector near Rashua Street

I sincerely hope that representatives of your department
attend this meeting to further discuss Corps input and the
Section 14 process.

Your cooperation to this matter is greatly appreciated.

Sincerely,

Poutactt H Jolluwoors

Robert H. Johnson, P.E.
Chief Engineer

RDH/nm :
CC: Commissioner DiGeronimo
DHE District 3
Mayor, City of Leominster
S. Berlucchi, Boston Maintenance Engineer




DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS

s 1455

108 GRAHAM STREET
AREA CODE (508 334-7580

WAYNE M DOUCET
DIRECTOR March 31, 1989

Mrs. Ellen DiGeronimo

Executive Qffice of Transportation

and Construction

Dept. of Public Works

Office of the Commissioner

Ten Park Plaza . .
Boston, Ma. 02116

Re: HNashua River Scour at Mechanic Street (Leominster Connector)
Dear Mrs. DiGeronimo:

Enclosed are copies of the Assessors plans and deeds for the parcels
in the area of Mechanic Street and the Nashua River as you requested in
our meeting at your office yesterday morning.

To summarize my understanding of the agreed plan of action resulting
from yesterday's meeting, the following steps will be taken:

1.) M.D.P.W. District #3 will immediately have a survey party do a
baseline and follow on surveys to track the horizontal and vertical
removal of the slope due to scouring, erosion, and failure.

2.) M.D.P.W. will initiate and impliment an "Emergency”/Intermediate
solution by placing a defensive line to reduce the progress of the slope
deterioration. The prevailing solution during the meeting was M.D.P.W.
placing Rip-Rap material with a clam-shell at the base of the slope for
scour. Plus, another means of reducing the impact of a circular failure
of the slope caused by too great of an angle of repose. A possible need
to contract material exists and was also discussed.

3.) Good quality photos would be obtained by M.D.P.W. from the air,
over the site. (not photogrammetric, but high quality enap shots).

4.) City of Leominster would provide M.D.P.W. and District #3 with
-Assessors plans and deeds to parcels in the area. This would enable
M.D.P.W. to begin process of obtaining easements to access site. Desired
approach to site is from the southwest off Mechanic Street onto City of
Leominster parcel behind the Waste Water Treatment Plant.




CONT'D PAGE 2

$.) HM.D.P.W. and the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers will continue on
track as discussed to obtain Federal Funding for the permanent golution
tentatively projected to begin construction in the spring of 1990. The
suggested project costs ranged from $270,000.00 to $625,000.00.

6.) At no time was the City of Leominster committed to any reimburseable
funding arrangements.

Thank you for your timely sttention in this matter. If you have any
questions, please contact me.

Very ¢truly-yours,

William C. Taylor

Business Manager
WCT/tmd
cc: Mayor Stephen 4. Perla
John Tata - City Comptroller
Planning Board
Conservation Commission
David lLarsen - CENED (USA/COE)



./e/z 54%4 J’/a;a .,é’am& 081763978

April 5, 1989

Mr. F. William Swaine
Department of the Army
Corps of Engineers

424 Trapelo Road
Waltham, MA 02154

Dear Bill,
Enclosed please find the Vanasse Hangen traffic study on the
Mechanic Street Intersection/Leominster Connector. I hope

it will be useful to you in your evaluation of the project.

I am looking forward to working with you on this matter.




September 12, 1989

Planaing Division
Plan Formulation Branch

¥r. Bobert H. Jobunson

Chief Bngineer

Massachusetts Department of Publie Worke
310 Park Plaza

Boston, Massachbusetts 02116

Dear HMr. Johnsons

The Corps of Engineers is proposing the conmstruction ef emergenmcy
stresmbank protection along the Worth Rashua River in Leominster,
Hassachusetts. A meeting vas beld on August 28, 1989 wifh engineers of your
ataf{ to discuss our proposal.

VYe have completed the anticipated design for providing stone slope
protection along approximestely 400 linesr feet of riverbaunk where severe
erosion had threatened the roadway kunown as the Leominster Connector.

Our project would be superimposed om the existing temporary slope
protection that the MDPW built in July of this yesr. A plam snd eross
section of the proposed work is enclosed. Final design will be accomplished
during the preparation of plans and specifications which occure after the
project is approved by the Chief of Engineers in Washingtom, D.C.

At this time, we estimate that ¢he proposed project will eost $211,000,
This includes costs for engineering, design, supervision and edministration
of the project comstruction. Current regulations require a 23 percent
non-FPederal cost share. Therefore, the anticipated cost sbaring requirements
are $53,000 non-Pederal, and $158,000 Pederal.

Prior to submission of our Definite Project Report {DPR) go the Office of
the Chief of Engineers (OCE) we must obtain 2 letter of support from the
profect sponsor.




T beve enclosed a copy of the draft Local Cooperation Agreement which
indicates the eztent of cost sbaring ss moted above. 4s scon as we receive
your letter, indicating suppert for the proposed project and understanding of
the requiremsnts of lecal cest sharing, I will forward ghe DPR go OCE. If
you have sny questions en this matter, please do mot hesitate to congsct me
at (617)647-8220, er the Project Manager, ¥r. David Lsrssa, at (617)647-8113.

8incarsly,

Paniel H. Wilson
Colonsl, Corpe of Bangluescs
Division Engineer

Boclosures

CF:

HMr. Larsen

Planning Division Files
Reading File
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November 22, 1989

Mr. Daniel M. Wilson

Colonel, Corps of Engineers
Division Engineer

New England Division

424 Trapelo Road

Waltham, Massachusetts 02254-9149

Dear Mr. Wilson:

Reference is made to your September 12, 1989 letter requesting a
letter of support from the project sponsor for the proposed construc-
tion of approximately 400 linear feet of slope protection along the
North Nashua River and Leominster Connector roadway in the City of
Leominster.

Due to the temporary slope protection that the Department
constructed in July of this year, and the present budget challenges
ahead, we request that the Corps postpone submission of the Definite
Project Report (DPR) to the Office of the Chief of Engineers (OCE) for
their review and approval at this time.

The Department will monitor any on going changes that may occur
during the winter months or spring flows of the river. At that tine,
a meeting will be held with all interested parties as to what course
of action should be taken.

Therefore, we are recommending that the "anticipated design for
providing stone slope for protection” done by your staff be held in
abevance.

Please express our gratitude to Mr. Bill Swaine and Mr. David
Larsen for their professional commitment shown in solving this problem.

Sincerely,

<D lheid M Q,AZ.W

Robert H. Johnson, P.E.
Chief Engineer
RHJI/RDH/nnmm
cc: E. DiGeronimo, M. Tocci, P. McHugh, S. Berlucchi, P. Carx, J.
Piaseczny, L. Bedingfield, J. Galli, Mayor, City of Leominster
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March 26, 19990

Mr. Daniel M. Wilson

Colonel, Corps of Engineers

New England Division

424 Trapelo Road

Waltham, Massachusetts 92254-9149

SUBJECT: NORTH NASHUA RIVER, Emergency Streambank
Protection, Leominster, Massachusetts

Dear Colonel Wilson:

The Commonwealth of Massachusetts through the
Massachusetts Department of Public Works, is hereby expressing
our support for the proposed Federal Project which will provide
permanent streambank protection along a portion of the westbound
roadway of the Leominster Connector.

The Department has reviewed a copy of the draft Local
Cooperation Agreement, prepared by your Division, and understand
the terms and conditions as set forth.

The Department is of the understanding that this
Agreement is not binding and the Commonwealth is not obligated to
fund this project until the final plans are approved and auth-
orization to proceed with construction is received.

We thank you for your efforts and look forward to
reviewing the plans and specifications for this project.

Sincerely,

¥ )

George R. Turner, Jr., P.E.
Chief Engineer
GRT/RDH/rr
cc: P. McHugh
S. Berlucchi
J. Piaseczny
L. Bedingfield




